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Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, from the Committee on
Appropriations, submitted the following

REPORT
together with

ADDITIONAL VIEWS

[To accompany H.R. 5386]

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in
explanation of the accompanying bill making appropriations for the
Department of the Interior, Environmental Protection Agency, and
Related Agencies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2007.
The bill provides regular annual appropriations for the Department
of the Interior (except the Bureau of Reclamation), the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and for other related agencies, including
the Forest Service, the Indian Health Service, the Smithsonian In-
stitution, and the National Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities.

CONTENTS

Page number

Bill Report
TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR:

Bureau of Land Management ..........cccccoeeeevieeneene 2 9
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 11 24
National Park Service ........ccocceevveeiieniiiiieenieeieeas 19 37
United States Geological Survey .......... 27 55
Minerals Management SErvice ........cccccoocevvieeneeniieesueenieeenn 30 61
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement 32 65
Bureau of Indian Affairs .........ccocoevieiiiiiinieeeee, 34 69
Departmental Offices .....ccceeeeieieeiiiieiiiiieieecee e 43 79

27-493



Page number
Bill Report

General Provisions, Department of the Interior ..........cccceevvrveeennnns 51 90
TITLE II—ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY:
Science and Technology ........ccoccveveviiiiriiieeniieeerieeeeee e ees 63 94
Environmental Programs and Management . 63 101
Office of Inspector General ..........ccccuvevvnnennne. 64 113
Buildings and Facilities .......cccceoeeiiiiiiiniiiiieie e 65 115
Hazardous Substance Superfund .........cccccevviiiiiniieiniiieeiniee e 65 117
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Program 66 123
Oil Spill ReSpPonse ........cccceeeevveeenieeeniieesnneeeennnes 66 127
State and Tribal Assistance Grants ........cc.ccocceeveerveeniieenieniieeneenns 66 129
Administrative Provisions .........cccccceceevieriinnieniiincniceeeeeeeeeeen 72 139
General Provisions, Environmental Protection Agency ................... 73
TITLE III—RELATED AGENCIES:

Forest Service, USDA ......oooooiiiieiieeeeeeeetee et ae e e evaee e 73 139
Indian Health Service, DHHS ......c..cccooiiiiiiiiiieceeceeee e 88 165
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences . 96 173
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry ..... 96 173
Other Related AZencies: .........ccoeevieiiieiiienieeiienieeieese et 98 174
Council on Environmental Quality and Office of Environmental

QUALTEY .eeneieie et 98 174
Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board .... 98 175
Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation ...........cccccoeveeniieneennns 99 175
Institute of American Indian and Alaska Native Culture and Arts

Development ........coceeiiiiiiiiiieieee e 100 176
Smithsonian Institution . .. 100 176
National Gallery of Art 104 181

John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts .......cccccoceeveenen. 106 183

Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars .... 106 184
National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities ... 106 184
Commission of FIne ArtS .......cccoveieviiiieiiieeeiieeeee e e 109 188
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation .........ccccccoeevveeevveeennnnn. 109 189
National Capital Planning Commission ........ 110 189
United States Holocaust Memorial Museum .. 110 189
Presidio TIUSE coovveeeeieeeceeeceee ettt vee e earee e 111 190
White House Commission on the National Moment of Remem-
DIATICE .oevieiiiiieeciee et ettt e e tae e e e tbe e e eataeeeeataeeeaseeeensaaeeanes 111 190
TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS e 111 190
TITLE V—SUSPENSION OF ROYALTY RELIEF ........cccoeeiieiieeninnen. 126 192

COMPARISON WITH BUDGET RESOLUTION

Section 308(a)(1)(A) of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344), as amended, re-
quires that the report accompanying a bill providing new budget
authority contain a Statement detailing how the authority com-
pares with the reports submitted under section 302 of the Act for
the most recently agreed to concurrent resolution on the budget for
the fiscal year. This information follows:

[In millions of dollars]

Sec. 302(b) This bill—
Discretionary Mandatory Discretionary Mandatory
Budget authority 25,889 54 25,889 58

Outlays 26,906 54 26,906 58
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SUMMARY OF THE BILL

The Committee has conducted hearings on the programs and
projects provided for in the Interior, Environment, and Related
Agencies Appropriations bill for 2007. The hearings are contained
in 8 published volumes totaling over 10,000 pages.

During the course of the hearings, testimony was taken at 12
hearings on 10 days, not only from agencies which come under the
jurisdiction of the Interior Subcommittee, but also from private citi-
zens, and, in written form, from Members of Congress, State and
local government officials, and private citizens.

The bill that is recommended for fiscal year 2007 has been devel-
oped after careful consideration of all the facts and details avail-
able to the Committee.

BUDGET AUTHORITY RECOMMENDED IN BILL BY TITLE

Committee bill com-

. Budget estimates, Committee bill, -
Activity . . pared with budget
fiscal year 2007 fiscal year 2007 estimates

Title 1, Department of the Interior: New Budget (obligational)

authority $9,612,568,000 $9,664,186,000 +$51,618,000
Title 1, Environmental Protection Agency: New Budget

(obligational) authority 7,315,475,000 7,572,870,000 +257,395,000
Title 1Il, related agencies: New Budget (obligational) author-

ity 8,604,072,000 8,707,069,000 +102,997,000

Grand total, New Budget (obligational) authority ........... 25,532,115,000 25,944,125,000 +412,010,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, AND RELATED AGENCIES

In addition to the amounts in the accompanying bill, which are
reflected in the table above, permanent legislation authorizes the
continuation of certain government activities without consideration
by the Congress during the annual appropriations process.

Details of these activities are listed in tables at the end of this
report. In fiscal year 2006, these activities are estimated to total
$3,568,891,000. The estimate for fiscal year 2007 is $3,658,910,000.

The following table reflects the total budget (obligational) author-
ity contained both in this bill and in permanent appropriations for
fiscal years 2006 and 2007.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
TOTAL BUDGET AUTHORITY FOR FISCAL YEARS 2006-2007

Item Fiscal year 2006 Fiscal year 2007 Change
Interior, environment, and related agencies appropriations
bill $26,085,934,000  $25,944,125,000 —$141,809,000
Permanent appropriations, Federal funds ........ccccooovvveeivennne. 3,045,310,000 3,169,787,000 +124,477,000
Permanent appropriations, trust funds ...........ccccoevieerrieris 578,600,000 641,809,000 +63,209,000
Total budget authority 29,711,612,000 29,755,721,000 +44,109,000

REVENUE GENERATED BY AGENCIES IN BILL

The following tabulation indicates total new obligational author-
ity to date for fiscal years 2005 and 2006, and the amount rec-
ommended in the bill for fiscal year 2007. It compares receipts gen-
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erated by activities in this bill on an actual basis for fiscal year
2005 and on an estimated basis for fiscal years 2006 and 2007. The
programs in this bill are estimated to generate $17 billion in reve-
nues for the Federal Government in fiscal year 2007. Therefore, the
expenditures in this bill will contribute to economic stability rather
than inflation.

Fiscal year—

2005 2006 2007

ltem

New obligational authority $27,017,724,000  $26,087,702,000  $25,944,125,000

Receipts:
Department of the Interior 12,362,043,000 16,543,864,000 16,628,022,000
Forest Service 506,251,000 365,870,000 369,020,000
Total receipts 12,868,294,000 16,909,734,000 16,997,042,000

APPLICATION OF GENERAL REDUCTIONS

The level at which sequestration reductions shall be taken pursu-
ant to the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, if such reductions are required in fiscal year 2007, is defined
by the Committee as follows:

As provided for by section 256(1)(2) of Public Law 99-177, as
amended, and for the purpose of a Presidential Order issued pursu-
ant to section 254 of said Act, the term “program, project, and ac-
tivity” for items under the jurisdiction of the Appropriations Sub-
committees on the Department of the Interior, Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, and Related Agencies of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate is defined as (1) any item specifically identi-
fied in tables or written material set forth in the Interior, Environ-
ment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, or accompanying
committee reports or the conference report and accompanying joint
explanatory statement of the managers of the committee of con-
ference; (2) any Government-owned or Government-operated facil-
ity; and (3) management units, such as National parks, National
forests, National fish hatcheries, National wildlife refuges, research
units, regional, State and other administrative units and the like,
for which funds are provided in fiscal year 2007.

The Committee emphasizes that any item for which a specific
dollar amount is mentioned in any accompanying report, including
all increases over the budget estimate approved by the Committee,
shall be subject to a percentage reduction no greater or less than
the percentage reduction applied to all domestic discretionary ac-
counts.

FEDERAL FUNDING OF INDIAN PROGRAMS

The Committee recommends appropriations of new budget au-
thority aggregating $5.9 billion for Indian programs in this bill in
fiscal year 2007. This is an increase of $62 million above the budg-
et request and an increase of $204 million above the amount appro-
priated for fiscal year 2006. Spending for Indian services by the
Federal Government in total is included in the following table.
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[In thousands of dollars]

FY 2007 budget re-

Approps bills FY 2005 actual FY 2006 enacted quest

Department of Agriculture 941,973 948,068 954,969
Army Corps of Engineers 23,798 22,829 22,829
Department of Commerce 30,046 23,524 23,524
Department of Defense 18,000 18,000 237
Department of Education 2,514,369 2,561,947 2,592,639
Department of Health & Human Services 4,390,986 4,480,692 4,646,339
Department of Housing & Urban Development .. 641,392 686,668 689,040
Department of the Interior 2,918,680 2,832,497 2,819,962
Department of Justice 219,855 228,639 230,295
Department of Labor 89,032 67,804 64,066
Department of Transportation 315,153 348,594 388,897
Department of Veterans Affairs 567 325 615
Environmental Protection AZENCY ........cccoomvenieinniineineiinnns 238,988 220,998 202,555
Small Business Administration 3,500 4,347 4,200
Smithsonian Institution 49,047 51,280 53,428
Department of the Treasury 4,000 4,000 0
Other Agencies & Independent AZENCIes ........ccccvvvveerrverionns 148,733 166,249 40,108

Grand Total 12,528,119 12,667,771 12,733,703

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY

hClause 3(d)(1) of rule XIII of the House of Representatives states
that:

Each report of a committee on a bill or joint resolution of a public
character, shall include a statement citing the specific powers
granted to the Congress in the Constitution to enact the law pro-
posed by the bill or joint resolution.

The Committee on Appropriations bases its authority to report
this legislation from Clause 7 of Section 9 of Article I of the Con-
stitution of the United States of America which states: “No money
shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of Appropria-
tions made by law. * * *”

Appropriations contained in this Act are made pursuant to this
specific power granted by the Constitution.

REPROGRAMMING GUIDELINES

The Committee has revised the reprogramming guidelines to
modify the threshold and approval requirements for the National
Park Service construction account. This added flexibility is pro-
vided in light of the volatile nature of the construction market and
the need to manage projects in a timely way consistent with the
contracting requirements of the Federal Acquisition Regulations.

The following are the procedures governing reprogramming ac-
tions for programs and activities funded in the Interior, Environ-
ment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act:

1. Definitions.—

(a) “Reprogramming,” as defined in these procedures, in-
cludes the reallocation of funds from one budget activity to an-
other. In cases where either the House or Senate Committee
report displays an allocation of an appropriation below the ac-
tivity level, that more detailed level shall be the basis for re-
programming. For construction accounts, a reprogramming
constitutes the reallocation of funds from one construction
project (identified in the justification or Committee report) to
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another. A reprogramming shall also consist of any significant
departure from the program described in the agency’s budget
justifications. This includes proposed reorganizations even
without a change in funding.

(b) “Committees” refer to the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations and, specifically, the Subcommittee on Inte-
rior, Environment, and Related Agencies.

2. Guidelines for Reprogramming.—

(a) A reprogramming should be made only when an unfore-
seen situation arises; and then only if postponement of the
project or the activity until the next appropriation year would
result in actual loss or damage. Mere convenience or desire
should not be factors for consideration.

(b) Any project or activity, which may be deferred through
reprogramming, shall not later be accomplished by means of
further reprogramming; but, instead, funds should again be
sought for the deferred project or activity through the regular
appropriations process.

(c) Reprogramming should not be employed to initiate new
programs or to change allocations specifically denied, limited
or increased by the Congress in the Act or the report. In cases
where unforeseen events or conditions are deemed to require
changes, proposals shall be submitted in advance to the Com-
mittees, regardless of amounts involved, and be fully explained
and justified.

(d) Reprogramming proposals submitted to the Committees
for approval shall be considered approved 30 calendar days
after receipt if the Committees have posed no objection. How-
ever, agencies will be expected to extend the approval deadline
if specifically requested by either Committee.

(e) Proposed changes to estimated working capital fund bills
and estimated overhead charges, deductions, reserves or
holdbacks, as such estimates were presented in annual budget
justifications, shall be submitted through the reprogramming
process.

3. Criteria and Exceptions.—Any proposed reprogramming must
be submitted to the Committees in writing prior to implementation
if it exceeds $500,000 annually or results in an increase or decrease
of more than 10 percent annually in affected programs, with the
following exceptions:

(a) With regard to the tribal priority allocations activity of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Operation of Indian Programs ac-
count, there is no restriction on reprogrammings among the
programs within this activity. However, the Bureau shall re-
port on all reprogrammings made during the first 6 months of
the fiscal year by no later than May 1 of each year, and shall
provide a final report of all reprogrammings for the previous
fiscal year by no later than November 1 of each year.

(b) With regard to the Environmental Protection Agency,
State and Tribal Assistance Grants account, reprogramming
requests associated with States and Tribes applying for part-
nership grants do not need to be submitted to the Committees
for approval should such grants exceed the normal reprogram-
ming limitations. In addition, the Agency need not submit a re-
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quest to move funds between wastewater and drinking water
objectives for those grants targeted to specific communities.

(c) With regard to National Park Service construction, the
threshold is $2,000,000 or 25 percent per project. For actions
between $500,000 and $2,000,000, or between 10 and 25 per-
cent, the Service should notify the Committee when it redirects
dollars between projects or reduces the scope in order to ac-
complish contract awards. Reallocations that will result in a
project cancellation or deferral must be submitted in writing
through the Department. In lieu of scope reductions, the Serv-
ice may apply other non-operational funding resources towards
the implementation of a construction project if the use of such
funds has been approved through the normal requirements for
the other fund sources (such as recreation or concessions fees,
Federal Lands Highways funds or maintenance improvement
funds) and the aggregate application is within these re-
programming thresholds.

4. Quarterly Reports.—

(a) All reprogrammings shall be reported to the Committees
quarterly and shall include cumulative totals.

(b) Any significant shifts of funding among object classifica-
tions also should be reported to the Committees.

5. Administrative QOverhead Accounts.—For all appropriations
where costs of administrative expenses are funded in part from ‘as-
sessments’ of various budget activities within an appropriation, the
assessments shall be shown in justifications under the discussion
of administrative expenses.

6. Contingency Accounts.—For all appropriations where assess-
ments are made against various budget activities or allocations for
contingencies the Committees expect a full explanation, as part of
the budget justification, consistent with section 405 of this Act. The
explanation shall show the amount of the assessment, the activities
assessed, and the purpose of the fund. The Committees expect re-
ports each year detailing the use of these funds. In no case shall
a fund be used to finance projects and activities disapproved or lim-
ited by Congress or to finance new permanent positions or to fi-
nance programs or activities that could be foreseen and included in
the normal budget review process. Contingency funds shall not be
used to initiate new programs.

7. Report Language.—Any limitation, directive, or earmarking
contained in either the House or Senate report which is not contra-
dicted by the other report nor specifically denied in the conference
report shall be considered as having been approved by both Houses
of Congress.

8. Assessments.—No assessments shall be levied against any pro-
gram, budget activity, subactivity, or project funded by the Interior,
Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act unless such
assessments and the basis therefore are presented to the Commit-
tees and are approved by such Committees, in compliance with
these procedures.

9. Land Acquisitions and Forest Legacy.—

(a) Lands shall not be acquired for more than the approved
appraised value (as addressed in section 301(3) of Public Law
91-646) except for condemnations and declarations of taking,
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unless such acquisitions are submitted to the Committees for
approval in compliance with these procedures.

(b) Subsection (a) does not apply to the National Park Serv-
ice for tracts with an appraised value of $500,000 or less.

10. Land Exchanges.—Land exchanges, wherein the estimated
value of the Federal lands to be exchanged is greater than
$500,000, shall not be consummated until the Committees have
had a 30-day period in which to examine the proposed exchange.

11. Appropriations Structure.—The appropriation structure for
any agency shall not be altered without advance approval of the
Committees.

ALLOCATING CONGRESSIONAL FUNDING PRIORITIES

The Committee continues to be concerned that the agencies fund-
ed by this Act are not following a standard methodology for allo-
cating appropriated funds to the field where Congressional funding
priorities are concerned. When Congressional instructions are pro-
vided, the Committee expects these instructions to be closely mon-
itored and followed. The Committee directs that earmarks for Con-
gressional funding priorities be first allocated to the receiving
units, and then all remaining funds should be allocated to the field
based on established procedures. Field units or programs should
not have their allocations reduced because of earmarks for Con-
gressional priorities without direction from or advance approval of
the Committee.

FocusiNGg oN CORE PROGRAMS

The Committee’s fiscal year 2007 budget recommendations re-
flect the necessity to stay within a constrained allocation in this
time of conflict in Iraq and homeland security concerns. The rec-
ommendations are also sensitive to the need to address the budget
deficit. The Committee’s recommendations reflect the belief that:
(1) proposed cuts to many core programs are unacceptable; (2) large
increases for grant programs are unrealistic; (3) reductions to In-
dian health, welfare and education programs are unacceptable; (4)
critical forest health programs must be continued; (5) untested and
unproven grant programs and new land acquisition are a low pri-
ority; and (5) large, expensive partnership projects that have not
been approved in advance by the Committee are unacceptable be-
cause they result in additional operational costs and displace crit-
ical backlog maintenance requirements.

The 9 largest agencies in this bill have absorbed about $800 mil-
lion in pay costs and over $440 million in other fixed cost increases,
such as rent, utility, and fuel costs, over the past 6 years. As a re-
sult, the 9 largest agencies in the bill have received over $1.2 bil-
lion in “hidden” decreases over the 6-year period from 2001
through 2006. These fixed cost and other funding absorptions have
had a dramatic effect on critical staffing for the land management
agencies in particular. For example, over the past 2 years, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service has lost 600 staff, which equates to a 7%
staffing reduction. Fixed cost absorption by the remaining 28
smaller agencies and accounts in the bill is also creating program
and staffing shortfalls in those agencies. The Committee urges the
Administration to fund full pay and fixed cost increases in each fu-
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ture budget request to stem the staffing and program declines ex-
perienced by the agencies throughout the bill.

Reductions to programs in Indian Country, including education
grants, welfare, road maintenance, fire protection and Indian
school and hospital construction funding have been restored to the
maximum extent possible given the overall funding available in the
Committee’s recommendations for fiscal year 2007. The budget doc-
uments continue to indicate that talks regarding a possible settle-
ment of the Cobell case. However, there has been a continued use
of Bureau of Indian Affairs, Operation of Indian Programs (OIP)
appropriation to pay for ongoing litigation support costs. This, does
not in anyway, maintain our commitment to American Indian and
Alaska Natives and the critically needed education and health pro-
grams that are central to our ability to meet those commitments.

The Committee appreciates the need for information technology
improvements, enterprise services networks, and implementing
portions of the President’s management agenda. However, to date,
a lot of funding has been dedicated to these initiatives without a
well thought-out and reasonable approach to addressing require-
ments. Commercially available systems, through the private sector,
should be used to the maximum extent possible rather than build-
ing customized new systems. Likewise, the Committee does not en-
dorse the practice of assessing costs against programs to build big-
ger administrative bureaucracies in response to new administrative
and technology requirements or the practice of reducing program
budgets on the basis of presumed future savings. These costs
should be clearly justified and requested under administrative ac-
counts and any future savings associated with administrative im-
provements should be demonstrated before budget reductions are
proposed. While portions of the Administration’s management
agenda may indeed be useful, funds should not be taken from all
agencies to provide centralized funding for the various lead agen-
cies. If funding is needed for government wide initiatives, it should
be requested and managed by each lead agency.

The Committee has made difficult choices in formulating its fis-
cal year 2007 budget recommendations. Each agency funded in the
Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies bill needs to examine
its way of doing business in these constrained fiscal times and
focus on its core, proven programs and on better management of
resources.

TITLE I—-DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for the multiple
use management, protection, and development of a full range of
natural resources, including minerals, timber, rangeland, fish and
wildlife habitat, and wilderness on about 261 million acres of the
Nation’s public lands and for management of 700 million additional
acres of Federally-owned subsurface mineral rights. The Bureau is
the second largest supplier of public outdoor recreation in the
Western United States.

Under the multiple-use and ecosystem management concept the
Bureau administers more than 18,000 grazing permits and leases
and nearly 13 million livestock animal unit months on 214 million
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acres of public rangeland, and manages rangelands and facilities
for 56,000 wild horses and burros, 261 million acres of wildlife
habitat, and over 117,000 miles of fisheries habitat. Grazing re-
ceipts are estimated to be about $14.8 million in fiscal year 2007,
the same as the estimate for fiscal year 2006 and actual receipts
of $14.5 million in fiscal year 2005. The Bureau also administers
about 55 million acres of commercial forests and woodlands
through the “Management of Lands and Resources” and “Oregon
and California Grant Lands” appropriations. Timber collections (in-
cluding salvage) are estimated to be $47.0 million in fiscal year
2007 compared to estimated collections of $33.7 million in fiscal
year 2006 and actual collections of $26.9 million in fiscal year 2005.
The Bureau has an active program of soil and watershed manage-
ment on 175 million acres in the lower 48 States and 86 million
acres in Alaska. Practices such as revegetation, protective fencing,
and water development are designed to conserve, enhance, and de-
velop public land, soil, and watershed resources. The Bureau is also
responsible for fire protection on the public lands and on all De-
partment of the Interior managed lands in Alaska, and for the sup-
pression of wildfires on the public lands in Alaska and the western
States.

MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES

Appropriation enacted, 2006 $847,632,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ..........cccceeevveeennenn. 863,244,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........oooovviiiiiieiieeiiieeeee et eeeerree e 867,738,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........ccccceeeeriiieeniiiieeniee e ereeeeereees +20,106,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccoeeeeiiieeiieeeeiee e +4,494,000

The Committee recommends $867,738,000 for management of
lands and resources, $4,494,000 above the budget request and
$20,106,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted level.

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table:
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Land Resources.—The Committee recommends $187,231,000 for
land resources, $350,000 above the budget request and $382,000
below the fiscal year 2006 enacted level. Changes from the budget
request include increases of: $700,000 in the soil, water and air
management subactivity for the Upper San Pedro River, AZ, part-
nership; $500,000 in range management for invasive species work;
$400,000 in forestry as a general increase; and $250,000 in ripar-
ian management to work on the Santa Ana River wash project, CA.
The recommendation includes a decrease of $1,500,000 in cultural
resources management for the requested new cultural resources en-
hancement initiative. The Committee recommends that the Bu-
reau’s managers of the Southern Nevada Public Lands Act projects
consider a grant application for hydroacoustic mapping of Lake
Tahoe which would aid the lake conservation effort.

Wildlife and Fisheries.—The Committee recommends $40,805,000
for wildlife and fisheries as requested, an increase of $325,000
above the fiscal year 2006 enacted level. The Committee notes that
the funding limit for the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
matching fund program is reduced to $2,750,000, a reduction of
$250,000 below the request.

Threatened and Endangered Species.—The Committee rec-
ommends $21,435,000 for threatened and endangered species as re-
quested, an increase of $181,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted
level.

Recreation Management.—The Committee recommends
$67,015,000 for recreation management, $3,250,000 above the
budget request and $1,884,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted
level. The wilderness subactivity includes $500,000 above the re-
quest to offset the requested program reduction. Changes from the
budget request in recreation resources management include in-
creases of: $500,000 for the San Jacinto and Santa Rosa National
Monument plan implementation; $500,000 for implementation of
various California desert plans; $250,000 for Imperial Dunes man-
agement, CA; $500,000 above the base for operation of various na-
tional scenic and historic trails, and a $1,000,000 general increase
to assist management of units of the national landscape conserva-
tion system.

The Committee directs the Bureau to include in subsequent
budget justifications a clear exposition of funding requests in all
subactivities and accomplishments of the trails system as well as
the Bureau’s participation in the system of national scenic and his-
toric trails. The Committee expects that the funding increase for
national scenic and historic trails will become part of the base re-
quested in the future.

Energy and Minerals.—The Committee recommends
$133,005,000 for energy and minerals, $1,700,000 below the budget
request and $24,848,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted level.
The recommendation includes the full increases requested for en-
ergy programs and projects, including increases, above the enacted,
of $9,244,000 for energy permitting at non-pilot offices, $3,300,000
for oil shale leasing, $425,000 for gas hydrates, and $739,000 for
National Petroleum Reserve Alaska well capping. The Committee
recommendation reduces the request for Alaska north slope oil and
gas energy by $2,500,000; this reduction should be taken from the
remediation of old wells. The Committee notes that this rec-
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ommendation therefore includes $9,900,000 above the enacted
funding level for exploration and development of energy located on
Alaska’s north slope, including the National Petroleum Reserve
and the Alaska National Wildlife Refuge, if authorized. The other
minerals subactivity includes an increase of $800,000 above the re-
quest to facilitate development of policy and operations for potash
and oil and gas development in New Mexico. As requested, funds
are not provided for the Alaska minerals subactivity.

Realty and Ownership Management.—The Committee rec-
ommends $82,816,000 for realty and ownership management,
$300,000 above the budget request and $6,162,000 below the fiscal
year 2006 enacted level. This includes a $200,000 reduction, which
1s funding transferred to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, for the Nez
Perce Tribe/Snake River water rights settlement. The recommenda-
tion includes $500,000 above the request to help implement sec-
tions 121 and 122 of the Steens Mountain Act (P.L. 106-399). The
Committee urges the Bureau to comply with the Steens Mountain
Act and allow landowner, lessee and inholder access to their prop-
erty within the boundary of the Steens Mountain Cooperative Man-
agement and Protection Area, OR.

Resource Protection and Maintenance.—The Committee rec-
ommends $85,175,000 for resource protection and maintenance,
$1,544,000 above the budget request and $817,000 above the fiscal
year 2006 enacted level. The Committee recommendation includes
an increase of $1,000,000 to the base for law enforcement activities
along the southwestern border in New Mexico, Arizona, and Cali-
fornia, and a general program increase of $544,000. The Committee
notes that the Bureau’s base budget includes previous funding in-
creases for California desert rangers, a vital public service because
of the incredibly high seasonal use of public lands in California.

Transportation and Facilities Maintenance.—The Committee rec-
ommends $75,631,000 for transportation and facilities mainte-
nance, $250,000 above the budget request and $1,015,000 below
the fiscal year 2006 enacted level. The $250,000 increase within
the annual maintenance subactivity is to enhance the system of
National scenic and historic trails.

Land and Resource Information Systems.—The Committee rec-
ommends $17,585,000 for land and resource information systems,
the same as the budget request and $364,000 below the fiscal year
2006 enacted level.

Mining Law Administration.—The Committee recommends
$32,696,000 for mining law administration as requested. Offsetting
fees are equal to the amount made available to support this activ-
ity.

Workforce and Organizational Support.—The Committee rec-
ommends $147,183,000 for workforce and organizational support,
the same as the budget request and $1,737,000 above the fiscal
year 2006 enacted level.

Challenge Cost Share.—The Committee recommends $9,857,000
for the Bureau’s traditional challenge cost share program, the same
as the fiscal year 2006 enacted funding level and $500,000 above
the budget request. The Committee notes that the Bureau has very
successfully used this funding to leverage private contributions and
provide numerous projects which enhance public lands and public
service.
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Bill language.—Language is included in Title IV.—General Pro-
visions concerning E-government initiatives and competitive
sourcing studies.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ...........ccceeeviieeiieieniieeeee e $755,286,000
Budget estimate, 2007 . 769,560,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........coooeiiiiiieeeieeiiiieeeee e e e e e e 769,253,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ...........cccecieiiiieiiienieeeee e +13,967,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ... . —307,000

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table:
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The Committee recommends $769,253,000 for wildland fire man-
agement, $307,000 below the budget request and $13,967,000 above
the fiscal year 2006 enacted level. The appropriation includes
$274,801,000 for preparedness, $257,041,000 for fire suppression
operations, $199,787,000 for hazardous fuels reduction, $24,286,000
for burned area rehabilitation, $7,338,000 for fire facilities and
$6,000,000 for the joint fire science program.

The Committee is concerned that the Forest Service and the De-
partment of the Interior do not have a suitable or comprehensive
plan and strategy to deal with the Nation’s wildfire management
needs. The previous momentum for the national fire plan seems to
have waned within the Administration based on the selective rec-
ognition of its main features. Accordingly, the Committee directs
the wildland fire management council, in partnership with the
State wildfire agencies, to develop and implement a comprehensive
and cohesive strategy that identifies long-term options and funding
needed to respond to wildfire needs. This strategy should incor-
porate previous documents suggested by the States, and should in-
dicate how the various planning tools, such as fire program anal-
ysis and LANDFIRE, fit. The strategy should address all four of
the original national fire plan goals, as well as the research and
development needs and management needs required to support this
effort. As a beginning, the Committee requires a report by the two
departments, by January 31, 2007, providing the tactical details on
how this fundamental plan, with associated funding needs, will be
produced by June 30, 2007.

Wildfire Preparedness.—The Committee recommends
$274,801,000 for wildfire preparedness as requested, an increase of
$5,962,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted level. The Committee
is concerned that the Department maintains sufficient readiness
with its preparedness program. Accordingly, bill language is pro-
vided in Title IV, which limits competitive sourcing activities for
wildfire program activities. While contracting is encouraged for
wildfire management activities, at this time it is not warranted to
spend limited resources and time to fulfill competitive sourcing
quotas. The Committee also expects that the Department will be
very cautious in using limited preparedness funding for its ready
reserve program, and only provide Federal funds to support non-
Federal firefighters where it is clear that there are measurable
benefits.

The Committee is very concerned about the cost and utility of the
fire program analysis system that is being jointly developed with
the Forest Service. It is not clear why this system is so expensive,
and furthermore, it is not clear that the system being developed
will actually be useful for its original purpose of determining the
most cost efficient and effective distribution of firefighting re-
sources. The overall goals of the system still are important to
achieve so the Committee is not prepared at this time to halt devel-
opment. However, the Committee has included bill language which
limits funding for this effort unless and until the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture certify in writing that the
fire program analysis system will be completed in a timely fashion
and include the full participation of State partners. The Committee
understands that expert, independent technical reviews are cur-
rently underway, but it is especially critical that management par-
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ticipate at a high level to ensure the public that overarching goals
are attainable in a cost effective manner.

Wildfire Suppression Operations.—The Committee recommends
$257,041,000 for wildfire suppression operations as requested, an
increase of $26,320,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted funding
level. The Committee recommendation fully meets the 10—year av-
erage expenditure which actually occurred, adjusted for inflation.
The Committee remains concerned about the high costs of large fire
incidents. The Department of the Interior, along with the Forest
Service, should ensure that cost containment is an important pri-
ority when suppressing wildland fires. Therefore, the Committee
directs the Department of the Interior and the Forest Service to
continue reports required previously and to examine, using inde-
pendent panels, any individual wildfire incident which results in
expenses greater than $10,000,000.

Hazardous Fuels.—The Committee has provided $199,787,000 for
hazardous fuels reduction work as requested, a decrease of
$8,326,000 below the fiscal year 2006 level. Within the allocation,
the Committee directs that no less than $4,500,000 be used for fire
safe councils and community-based projects in California; this
funding level is similar to that provided in earlier years for this im-
portant partnership.

The Committee commends the Department for its work on the
hazardous fuels program but it is still not clear that funding is
being used to address the Nation’s highest priority fuels projects.
The Committee continues to stress that the Department must co-
ordinate all hazardous fuels activities with the Department of Agri-
culture, State fire agencies, and community wildfire protection
plans. The Committee expects the Department to provide a report
to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations before dis-
tributing funds to the bureaus which indicates clearly how funding
is prioritized and allocated to bureaus, to regions or States, and to
projects. Furthermore, all subsequent budget justifications for this
program should clearly indicate the budget formulation process and
provide the recommended funding split and projected accomplish-
ments by bureau, and by region or State. The Committee reiterates
its previous directions for the Department of the Interior and the
Department of Agriculture to have a common hazardous fuels allo-
cation process to ensure funding goes to areas which protect com-
munities, lives, property, and ecosystems, and which rewards suc-
cessful field units that design projects in accordance with commu-
nity wildfire protection plans or their equivalent and includes part-
nerships with States and others. The Departments need to imple-
ment in fiscal year 2007 additional program metrics beyond merely
acres treated; these metrics must account for important tactical
goals including protection of communities and populations, as well
as mechanical treatments and biomass removed.

Rehabilitation.—The Committee recommends $24,286,000 as re-
quested for the burned area rehabilitation and restoration pro-
gram, an increase of $170,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted
level. The Committee notes that this funds the native plant mate-
rials program at the fiscal year 2006 level. The Committee encour-
ages the Department and the Bureau to direct the native plant pro-
gram to work closely with other programs which disrupt vegeta-
tion, especially the oil and gas program.
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State and Local Fire Assistance.—The Committee has accepted
the Administration’s request to eliminate funding for the State and
local fire assistance program. However, the Committee has accord-
ingly increased the funding for volunteer and State fire assistance
within the Forest Service wildland fire management appropriation.
The Committee expects that the Forest Service will work closely
with Interior bureaus to ensure that assistance funding goes for
the most meritorious State and local fire department projects.
These rural and local fire units are extremely important for the
Nation’s readiness and they should be commended for their hard
work and success at initial attack and shared participation during
emergencies. The Committee also expects that fire assistance pro-
vided through the Federal Emergency Management Agency will
carefully consider the needs and success of rural fire assistance
providers.

Fire Facilities.—The Committee has provided $7,338,000 for fire
facilities, a decrease of $396,000 below both the request and the fis-
cal year 2006 enacted level. This reduction eliminates the last
project on the budget justification project list; this project should
be considered under the Southern Nevada Public Lands Act.

Joint Fire Sciences Program.—The Committee has provided
$6,000,000 for the joint fire science program, an increase of $89,000
above both the request and the fiscal year 2006 enacted level. The
Committee stresses that it is vital that both the Interior Depart-
ment and the Forest Service work on these research efforts jointly,
and that the program continue to stress practical solutions and col-
laborate with the Nation’s forestry schools and other partners.

Bill Language.—Language is included under the wildland fire
management account as in previous years. Additional language is
included in Title IV, which limits funding for the fire program
analysis system unless both Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture
certify that this project will be completed in a timely manner and
will include State partners, and which limits competitive sourcing
for wildland fire management.

CONSTRUCTION
Appropriation enacted, 2006 ............ccocueeiiiiiiiienieneeeee e $11,750,000
Budget estimate, 2007 6,476,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........coooeiiiiiieeeieeiiiieeeee et 11,476,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriiiieeiiiieeeee e eereeeeeaeeas —274,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ........cccoeveiieiriiieeeieeeee e +5,000,000

The Committee recommends $11,476,000 for -construction,
$5,000,000 above the budget request and $274,000 below the fiscal
year 2006 enacted level. The increase above the budget request is
for the Santa Ana River wash cooperative conservation program
with the County of San Bernardino, CA.

LAND ACQUISITION
Appropriation enacted, 2006 ............ccecuieiiieriiienieneee e $8,621,000

Budget estimate, 2007 8,767,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........coooviiiiiieeeieeiiiiieeee e e e e 3,067,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriiiieeiiiieeeree e reeeeeaeeas -5,554,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .... —5,700,000
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The Committee recommends $3,067,000 for land acquisition, a
decrease of $5,554,000 below the fiscal year 2006 enacted level, and
a decrease of $5,700,000 below the budget estimate.

The Committee recommends the following distribution of funds:

Coachella Valley, CA ........cccooveieieierieiiieeeeeeeee ettt stenenens $500,000
SUDLOLAL ...vviiiiiiieciee e e 500,000
Acquisition Management ....... 1,567,000
Emergencies and Hardships 1,000,000
TOLAL ..eoeveieeieieeere ettt ne $3,067,000
OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS
Appropriation enacted, 2006 ............cecceeeiiieiiiienienieeee e $108,451,000
Budget estimate, 2007 112,408,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........ooooeiiuiiiieeieeiiieeeee et eeeree e e 111,408,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeriiiieeriiiieeniiee e sreeeeereeas +2,957,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccceeeeiiiiieiieeeeree e —1,000,000

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table:
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The Committee recommends $111,408,000 for the Oregon and
California grant lands, $1,000,000 below the budget request and
$2,957,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted level.

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS

Appropriation enacted, 2006 $10,000,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ............... 10,000,000
Recommended, 2007 ........ccoeiieiiieieiiiiieeeieeeecee et e 10,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ...........ccceceeriiiiiiiniieeee e 0
Budget estimate, 2007 ........cccceveiviiieiieeeeiee e 0

The Committee recommends an indefinite appropriation of not
less than $10,000,000 to be derived from public lands receipts and
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act lands grazing receipts. The
Committee has retained bill language as in previous years even
though the Administration had requested its deletion. Receipts are
used for construction, purchase, and maintenance of range im-
provements, such as seeding, fence construction, weed control,
water development, fish and wildlife habitat improvement, and
planning and design of these projects.

SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES

The Committee recommends an indefinite appropriation esti-
mated to be $25,483,000, the budget request, for service charges,
deposits, and forfeitures. This appropriation is offset with fees col-
lected under specified sections of the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act of 1976 and other Acts to pay for reasonable adminis-
trative and other costs in connection with rights-of-way applica-
tions from the private sector, miscellaneous cost-recoverable realty
cases, timber contract expenses, repair of damaged lands, the
adopt-a-horse program, and the provision of copies of official public
land documents.

MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS

The Committee recommends an indefinite appropriation esti-
mated to be $12,405,000, the budget request, for miscellaneous
trust funds. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
provides for the receipt and expenditure of moneys received as do-
nations or gifts (section 307). Funds in this trust fund are derived
from the administrative and survey costs paid by applicants for
conveyance of omitted lands (lands fraudulently or erroneously
omitted from original cadastral surveys), from advances for other
types of surveys requested by individuals, and from contributions
made by users of Federal rangelands. Amounts received from the
sale of Alaska town lots are also available for expenses of sale and
maintenance of town sites. Revenue from unsurveyed lands, and
surveys of omitted lands, administrative costs of conveyance, and
gifts and donations must be appropriated before it can be used.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The Committee recommendation includes the administrative pro-
visions as requested, plus a new provision which allows refunds or
rebates received on an ongoing basis from an information tech-
nology vender to be deposited into the Bureau’s management of
lands and resources fund to be used to offset the Bureau’s costs in-
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curred in providing this service. The requested provisions includes
a new item which provides a technical change to mining law which
clarifies the time of day annual work on claims must be registered,
and extending claim maintenance fees.

UNITED STATES FiSH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The mission of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is to conserve,
protect and enhance fish and wildlife and their habitats for the
continuing benefit of people. The Service has responsibility for mi-
gratory birds, threatened and endangered species, certain marine
mammals, and land under Service control.

The Service manages nearly 96 million acres across the United
States, encompassing a 545-unit National Wildlife Refuge System,
additional wildlife and wetlands areas, and 69 National Fish
Hatcheries. A network of law enforcement agents and port inspec-
tors enforce Federal laws for the protection of fish and wildlife. In
2003, the Service celebrated the 100th anniversary of the establish-
ment of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Throughout the Service’s budget, the Committee has rec-
ommended reductions to grant programs in order to restore funding
for mission-essential Federal programs managed by the Service.
This was a difficult but necessary decision to slow the staffing de-
cline the Service has experienced over the past two years. Given
the constrained allocation for fiscal year 2007, the Committee can-
not sustain past levels for grant programs at the expense of mis-
sion-essential programs.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ............cecceeeiiieriiienieiieee e $1,001,435,000
Budget estimate, 2007 995,594,000

Recommended, 2007 ..........ooooeviuiiieiiieeeiiieeeee et e e 1,016,669,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriiieeriiiieeniee e ereeesereees +15,234,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccceeeeiieieiieeeeiee e e +21,075,000

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table:
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The Committee recommends $1,016,669,000 for resource manage-
ment, an increase of $21,075,000 above the budget request and
$15,234,000 above the fiscal year 2006 level. Changes to the budget
request are detailed below.

Ecological Services.—The Committee recommends $254,091,000
for ecological services, an increase of $11,467,000 above the budget
request.

Changes for endangered species candidate conservation programs
include increases of %300,000 for Idaho sage grouse and $300,000
for the fisher (Martes pennanti) and a general program decrease of
$500,000.

There is an increase of $681,000 to address unmet need in the
consultation program.

Increases for recovery programs include $146,000 to restore the
base program, $800,000 for wolf monitoring that is transferred
from the habitat conservation program, $700,000 for wolf moni-
toring in Idaho, $1,500,000 for Pacific salmon grants to be adminis-
tered through the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, $500,000
for Florida manatee protection and recovery, $150,000 for Northern
Aplomado falcon recovery efforts through the Peregrine Fund,
$500,000 for Southern sea otter recovery, and $495,000 for grizzly
bear conservation that is moved from the habitat conservation pro-
gram.

For the Partners for Fish and Wildlife program, there are de-
creases $495,000 for grizzly bear conservation and $800,000 for
wolf monitoring that have been moved to the recovery program and
increases of $1,400,000 for the Washington regional fisheries en-
hancement groups, $500,000 for the environmental data quality
and access project with the Washington State Department of Fish
and Wildlife (salmon recovery), $180,000 for technical assistance at
the New Jersey Meadowlands; $750,000 for restoration in the
Tunkhannock, Bentley, and Bowman’s Creek watersheds in Penn-
sylvania, $500,000 for Georgia streambank restoration, $500,000
for nutria eradication at the Blackwater NWR, MD, and $1,500,000
to continue the study of Colorado River flow and aquatic habitats
from Longhorn Dam to Matagorda Bay.

In project planning, increases include $270,000 to restore the
FERC review/relicensing program, $550,000 for the Middle Rio
Grande Bosque initiative, $100,000 to continue operations at the
Cedar City, UT ecological services office, and $140,000 to restore
the base program.

In coastal programs there are increases of $500,000 for Coastal
Barrier Resource System map digitization and $300,000 to restore
funding for the Tampa and Florida panhandle field offices.

Refuges and Wildlife.—The Committee recommends $486,572,000
for refuges and wildlife, an increase of $6,213,000 above the budget
request.

In refuge operations, there is a net increase of $4,444,000; which
includes a decrease of $4,278,000 for the departmental challenge
cost share program and increases of $622,000 to restore funds asso-
ciated with the proposed “management savings” reduction,
$3,500,000 for refuge operating needs/staffing shortfalls, $1,500,000
to continue the Spartina grass control program at the Willapa
NWR, WA, $1,000,000 to continue cooperative projects with friends
groups on invasive species control, $1,000,000 to restore the visitor
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facility enhancement program, and $1,100,000 to restore the refuge
law enforcement program.

In refuge maintenance, there is an increase of $2,500,000.

In migratory bird management, there is a decrease of $955,000
for the joint ventures program.

In law enforcement operations, there are increases of $124,000 to
restore the operations base program and $100,000 to restore the
maintenance base program.

Fisheries.—The Committee recommends $121,359,000 for fish-
eries, an increase of $6,747,000 above the budget request. For fish
and wildlife management, increases include $1,177,000 to restore
funds associated with the proposed general reduction, $75,000 to
restore the aquatic nuisance species program, $500,000 to restore
the Great Lakes fish and wildlife restoration program, $1,500,000
for Washington State salmon mass marking of hatchery fish,
$400,000 for Washington salmon enhancement activities to be di-
vided equally between the Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement
Group and Long Live the Kings, $250,000 for the Regional Mark
Processing Center, $660,000 for the Potomac River Snakehead
Management Plan, and $185,000 for the South River, MD brown
bullhead cancer study. There is also an increase of $2,000,000 to
restore the marine mammals program.

General Administration.—The Committee recommends
$154,647,000 for general administration, a net decrease of
$3,352,000 below the budget request. For the National Conserva-
tion Training Center, there is an increase of $804,000 to restore
base funding and a decrease of $1,800,000 for performance train-
ing. For the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, there is a de-
crease of $2,656,000. In the international affairs program there is
an increase of $300,000 for the wildlife without borders program.

Bill Language.—The Committee recommends continuing bill lan-
guage earmarking funding for the endangered species listing pro-
gram. A total of $17,759,000, as requested, is earmarked for listing,
of which $12,581,000 is earmarked for critical habitat designation.

The Committee agrees to the following:

1. The Department reported to the Committee that 100 percent
of non-pay related fixed costs were funded in the budget request;
however, no fixed cost increases were requested for facilities owned
by the Service, such as those at National Wildlife Refuges and Na-
tional Fish Hatcheries. This practice of excluding fixed cost funding
for Service-owned buildings has exacerbated the staffing situation
in the Service, and 600 positions have been lost over the past 2
years. The Service should budget for all facility fixed cost increases
and not just for fixed costs increases for leased space in GSA owned
b&ildings. The Department should fully support the Service in this
effort.

2. The Service reported to the Committee that it spent $708,000
on competitive sourcing efforts in the first half of fiscal year 2006
and that it will not exceed the $980,000 budgeted for these studies
for the entire fiscal year. The Committee cautions the Service that
there is a statutory limitation on how much can be spent for com-
petitive sourcing studies by the Department of the Interior and
that limitation applies to the full cost for competitive sourcing, in-
cluding “developing, implementing, supporting, managing, moni-
toring, and reporting on competitive sourcing, including personnel,
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consultant, travel, and training costs associated with program man-
agement.”

3. Funds provided for specific programs, such as invasive species
control, and in specific accounts, such as endangered species recov-
ery, should not be diverted to address operational funding defi-
ciencies or realigned to other budget line items, even if the realign-
ment is less than the reprogramming threshold, unless the Com-
mittee is notified in advance and approves such realignment.

4. The Service proposed administrative reductions in many pro-
grams using an activity based costing methodology. The Committee
notes that activity based costing is used throughout the Depart-
ment of the Interior but no other bureau used this system to im-
pose arbitrary reductions to programs and neither should the Serv-
ice in the future. The Committee has restored many of the pro-
posed reductions and expects the Service to achieve savings, to be
used to offset the others, by establishing Service Support Centers
in the regions and eliminating unnecessary rental space as ex-
plained in the next two items.

5. The Service should pursue the establishment of Service Sup-
port Centers to achieve administrative efficiencies; similar to the
arrangement between Region 1 in Portland, OR and the California/
Nevada Operations Office. By consolidating personnel, contracting
and other administrative functions in certain Regions, the Service
should be able to halt or slow the loss of FTEs in the field. The
Service should report to the Committee by December 31, 2006, with
a plan for instituting Service Support Centers, including the ex-
pected costs and savings over time.

6. Also, to achieve administrative savings, the Service should
strictly enforce standard space requirements for all employees and
eliminate excess rental space.

7. Staffing for ecological services has undergone considerable
downsizing over the past 2 years; whereas the demand for those
programs continues to increase. The Service should examine using
other Service program resources to help address the backlog of con-
sultation and recovery activities and should work with the States
to direct a portion of the State Wildlife Grant funds to address can-
didate conservation requirements.

8. Funds provided for wolf monitoring in Idaho include the
$400,000 in the budget request and an additional $700,000 rec-
ommended by the Committee. The total of $1,100,000 includes
$715,000 for the Idaho Office of Species Conservation and $385,000
for the Nez Perce Tribe.

9. The Peregrine Fund should be funded at $550,000 in fiscal
year 2007, which includes $150,000 for Northern Aplomado Falcon
recovery activities.

10. Funds for the Klamath River Basin Restoration Program
should be used for restoration efforts and should not be used for
the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force or for the Klamath
Fisheries Management Council unless these two Federal Advisory
Committees are reauthorized. Administrative costs should be mini-
mized to the greatest extent possible.

11. Increased funding recommended for National Wildlife Refuge
operating needs should be used to pay critical energy and other
cost increases and to fill the most critical staffing vacancies.
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12. Funds provided for the ongoing Willapa NWR Spartina eradi-
cation program include $300,000 for eradicating Spartina in Grays
Harbor County, WA.

13. The Committee is aware of the Fergus Falls Wetlands Man-
agement District’s Prairie Wetland Learning Center’s innovative
environmental education program. Programs such as these are a
critical component in providing students with the tools they need
to become informed and enthusiastic about the future of America’s
wildlife resources.

14. The Service should work with the Boys and Girls Clubs of
America to encourage participation in activities at National Wild-
life Refuges and National Fish Hatcheries. Coordination with the
Boys and Girls Clubs and other youth organizations will be mutu-
ally beneficial to the youth who participate and the Service and
should ultimately increase public awareness and support for Serv-
ice programs.

15. The Committee understands that the Service is considering
further “complexing” of National Wildlife Refuges as a result of de-
clining staff resources. Currently 188 of the 545 NWRs are un-
manned and there are 116 refuge complexes, in which staff service
2 or more refuges. The Committee is concerned that there may al-
ready be too many refuge complexes and expects the Service to con-
sult with the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations
prior to instituting any new NWR complexes.

16. No program increase is provided for joint venture programs.
The Committee will consider funding increases after completion
and review of the program assessment being conducted by the
Service.

17. The Service should continue and intensify its efforts to collect
reimbursements for fisheries mitigation efforts and use those funds
to address habitat restoration and conservation. The fiscal year
2008 budget justification should include an update on the Service’s
efforts in this area. Additional reimbursements received may be
used to fill critical staffing vacancies in the fisheries program.

18. The Committee continues to expect the Service to address in-
equities in field station funding in the fisheries program when allo-
cating base budget increases. The Service should consider reim-
bursable funding; incorporate the results of the workforce planning
effort; and maintain salary and benefit costs, as a percent of total
budget, at the same levels for each field station.

19. The Committee continues to believe that the Service’s science
initiative needs to be closely coordinated with, and jointly funded
by, the U.S. Geological Survey.

20. West Nile virus remains a serious health threat. Diagnoses
of and fatalities from the virus have increased nationwide, with a
high concentration of human illness and fatality occurring in Cali-
fornia, and the Centers for Disease Control predict further in-
creases. The Service should address vector control in California and
other highly susceptible areas by managing wetlands to minimize
mosquito production and should focus on water control infrastruc-
ture and operations and maintenance activities that optimize the
management of wetlands.

21. Funding provided in 2007 for Avian Influenza, in addition to
monitoring and testing of birds in Alaska, should be used for vector
control efforts in other areas. The Service should keep the Com-
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mittee advised, through periodic briefings, on its efforts to halt the
spread of Avian Influenza.

CONSTRUCTION
Appropriation enacted, 2006 $75,216,000
Budget estimate, 2007 19,722,000
Recommended, 2007 39,756,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 - 35,460,000
Budget estimate, 2007 +20,034,000

The Committee recommends $39,756,000 for construction, a de-
crease of $35,460,000 below the fiscal year 2006 level and an in-
crease of $20,034,000 above the budget request.

The Committee agrees to the following distribution of funds:

[Dollars in thousands]

Committee
Project Description E;é?l%itt omrrneecr;da- Difference
tion
Allegheny NFH, PA Raceway Restoration & Covering [cc] ...... 0 $1,500 $1,500
Wichita Mountains WR, OK .. Lake Rush Dam Rehabilitation [cc] ........ $375 375 0
National Elk Refuge, WY Old Timbers Lake Dam Rehabilitation— 545 545 0
Phase Il [d/cc].
Leavenworth NFH, WY Nada Dam, Upper Snow Dam & Lower 500 500 0
Snow Dam—>Phase II [cc].
Jackson NFH, WY ..o Seismic  Rehabilitation of Two Build- 3,499 3,499 0
ings—Phase Il [ic].
Office of Aircraft Services (Migratory Bird Replacement of Survey Aircraft—Phase Il 500 1,000 500
Surveys).
Jordan River NFH, MI Replace Effluent Settling System ............. 800 800 0
Klamath Basin NWR Complex, CA Water Supply & Management—Phase VI 1,735 1,735 0
Midway Atoll NWR ... Fuel Farm Replacement [cc] . 0 2,500 2,500
Neosho NFH, MO . Visitor Center [c] .. 0 2,534 2,534
Northwest Power P Fish Screens, etc .. 0 4,000 4,000
Servicewide Bridge Safety Inspections . 570 570 0
Servicewide Dam Safety Programs & Inspections ........ 717 17 0
Servicewide Visitor Contact Facilities and Facility En- 1,000 10,000 9,000
hancements.
Subtotal, Line Item Construction ... 10,241 30,275 20,034
Nationwide Engineering Services:
Cost Allocation Methodology 2,456 2,456 0
Environmental Compliance 1,000 1,000 0
Other, non-project specific Nation- 5,795 5,795 0
wide Engineering Services.
Seismic Safety Program 100 100 0
Waste Prevention, Recycling, Envi- 130 130 0
ronmental Management.
Subtotal, Nationwide Engineering 9,481 9,481 0
Services.
Total $19,722  $39,756  $20,034

The Committee agrees to the following:
1. The Service should use a standardized design approach for all

visitor center construction and should request funds for the highest
priority projects. The National Wildlife Refuge visitor center pri-
ority construction list should be updated to remove completed
projects; a similar list should be developed for National Fish Hatch-
ery visitor centers; and the two lists should be integrated so that
construction priorities are clearly identified.
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2. Funds for ongoing construction projects and for projects not
yet started that were transferred to respond to hurricanes and
other emergencies must be repaid using a portion of the
$162,400,000 provided in the two hurricane supplemental appro-
priations for the Service.

LAND ACQUISITION

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ...........ccceeeeiiieriieieniiee e $27,990,000
Budget estimate, 2007 27,079,000
Recommended, 2007 19,751,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 .........ccccceeeeiiieiiiieeeiee e e e ereeeeeaeeas -8,239,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......cccooviieriieiiieieetee e —17,328,000

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $19,751,000 for
land acquisition, a decrease of $8,239,000 below the fiscal year
2006 enacted level, and a decrease of $7,328,000 below the budget
estimate.

The following table shows the Committee’s recommendations:

Cape May NWR, NJ ......cccooovviiiiieierieiereeeeeeere e eresveeere e eeesensenens $1,000,000
Eastern Shore NWR, VA ... 2,300,000
Great Swamp NWR, NdJ .....ccccovvvviiiieiiienienne 1,000,000
Highlands Conservation Act, CT/NY/NJ/PA 1,000,000
Rachel Carson NWR, ME ...............ccoeeunnnen. 500,000
Silvio Conte NFWR, CT/MA (Johnson Tract) .... 3,000,000
SUDLOLAL ...vveiiiiiieiie e e eans 8,800,000
Acquisition Management .... 7,171,000
CAM ..o 1,802,000
Inholdings ......cccccevveeuveeenns 478,000
Emergencies & Hardships ........cccccoevieniiiiiieniieeiieniecieeeeeeeeeeee 1,500,000
TOLAL .eeeviiiieieieeiecte ettt ettt e ae b e sbeereena e $19,751,000

LANDOWNER INCENTIVE PROGRAM

The landowner incentive program provides funds to States, terri-
tories and tribes for matching, competitively awarded grants to es-
tablish or supplement landowner incentive programs that provide
technical and financial assistance to private landowners. The pur-
pose of these incentive programs is to restore and protect habitat
of Federally listed, proposed, and candidate species under the En-
dangered Species Act and other at risk species on private lands. El-
igible grantees include the States, the District of Columbia, Indian
Tribes, Puerto Rico, Guam, the U.S. Virgin Islands, the Northern
Mariana Islands, and American Samoa.

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ..........cccceeeeiieeriieieriieeeieeee e $21,667,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .... 24,400,000
Recommended, 2007 ........ 15,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriieeriiiieeniiee e ereeeeereees —6,667,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ........coceeiiiiiiiiieee e -9,400,000

The Committee recommends $15,000,000 for the landowner in-
centive program, a decrease of $6,667,000 below the fiscal year
2006 enacted level and $9,400,000 below the budget request.

PRIVATE STEWARDSHIP GRANTS

The private stewardship grants program provides grants and
other assistance to individuals and groups engaged in local, pri-
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vate, and voluntary conservation efforts that benefit federally list-
ed, proposed, and candidate species, and other at risk species.

Appropriation enacted, 2006 7,277,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ..........ccceeeevveeennnenn. 9,400,000
Recommended, 2007 ........c.cocvieiiiiiiiieiiieiieeeeeie e sre e 7,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........c.ccvveennnen. —277,000
Budget estimate, 2007 —2,400,000

The Committee recommends $7,000,000 for private stewardship
rants, a decrease of $277,000 below the fiscal year 2006 level and
%2,400,000 below the budget request.

COOPERATIVE ENDANGERED SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND

Eighty percent of the habitat for more than half of the listed en-
dangered and threatened species is on private land. The Coopera-
tive Endangered Species Conservation Fund provides grants to
States and territories for endangered species recovery actions on
non-Federal lands and provides funds for non-Federal land acquisi-
tion to facilitate habitat protection. Individual States and terri-
tories provide 25 percent of grant project costs. Cost sharing is re-
duced to 10 percent when two or more States or territories are in-
volved in a project.

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ...........ccceevriieeriieieniieeniee e $80,001,000
Budget estimate, 2007 80,001,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........ooooeiriiiieiieeiiieeeee e eeereee e eeeirree e eeenns 80,507,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ...........ccoecieiiieiiienieee e +506,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccceeeeiiieeiieeeeiee e +506,000

The Committee recommends $80,507,000 for the cooperative en-
dangered species conservation fund, an increase of $506,000 above
both the fiscal year 2006 enacted level and the budget request.
Changes to the budget request include an increase of $5,573,000 for
habitat conservation plan land acquisition and a decrease of
$5,067,000 for the Nez Perce/Snake River water rights settlement
that has been funded under the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Bill Language.—Bill language is recommended deriving only the
species recovery land acquisition and HCP land acquisition por-
tions of this account from the Land and Water Conservation Fund,
instead of deriving the entire funding from the LWCF as proposed
in the budget request.

The Interior and Environment bill portion of the funding for fis-
cal year 2007 associated with the Nez Perce Settlement is included
in full in the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Indian Land and Water
Claim Settlements and Miscellaneous Payments to Indians appro-
priation account.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND

Through this program the Service makes payments to counties in
which Service lands are located, based on their fair market value.
Payments to counties are estimated to be $20,702,000 in fiscal year
2007 with $14,202,000 derived from this appropriation and
$6,500,000 from net refuge receipts estimated to be collected in fis-
cal year 2006.



Appropriation enacted, 2006 ...........cccceveerieniriienieiienee e $14,202,000

Budget estimate, 2007 10,811,000
Recommended, 2007 14,202,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 0
Budget estimate, 2007 .... +3,391,000

The Committee recommends $14,202,000 for the National wild-
life refuge fund, which is equal to the fiscal year 2006 enacted level
and an increase of $3,391,000 above the budget request.

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION FUND

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, through the North American
Wetlands Conservation Fund, leverages partner contributions for
wetlands conservation. Projects to date have been in 50 States, 13
Canadian provinces, 25 Mexican states, and the U.S. Virgin Is-
lands. In addition to this appropriation, the Service receives fund-
ing from receipts in the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration account
from taxes on firearms, ammunition, archery equipment, pistols,
and revolvers, and from the Sport Fish Restoration account from
taxes on fishing tackle and equipment, electric trolling motors and
fish finders, and certain marine gasoline taxes. By law, sport fish
restoration receipts are used for coastal wetlands in States bor-
dering the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans, States bordering the Great
Lakes, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands, the freely associated States in
the Pacific, and American Samoa.

Appropriation enacted, 2006 $39,412,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ............... 41,646,000
Recommended, 2007 ............... 36,646,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ........ —2,766,000
Budget estimate, 2007 —5,000,000

The Committee recommends $36,646,000 for the North American
wetlands conservation fund, a decrease of $2,766,000 below the fis-
cal year 2006 level and $5,000,000 below the budget request. De-
creases to the budget request include $4,800,000 for wetlands con-
servation grants and $200,000 for program administration.

Funds for this program are not derived from the Land and Water
Conservation Fund as proposed by the Administration.

NEOTROPICAL MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION

The Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 2000 author-
izes grants for the conservation of neotropical migratory birds in
the United States, Latin America and the Caribbean, with 75 per-
cent of the amounts available to be expended on projects outside
the U.S. There is a three to one matching requirement under this
program.

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ...........cccceveevieniiiiineeieneeee e $3,941,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ............... 0
Recommended, 2007 ............... 4,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 .... +59,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .... . . +4,000,000

The Committee recommends $4,000,000 for the neotropical mi-
gratory bird conservation program, an increase of $59,000 above
the fiscal year 2006 level and %4,000,000 above the budget request.
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The Administration proposed $3,960,000 for this program as part
of the multinational species conservation fund.

This program provides critically needed resources for conserva-
tion of neotropical migratory birds. The Committee notes that the
Secretary of the Interior recently named the members of the advi-
sory committee that will assist with program implementation. The
Committee recommends that the Service transfer administrative
responsibility for neotropical migratory bird conservation to the
international affairs program. The international program has prov-
en experience in effectively coordinating with the countries outside
the U.S. that are the focus of a large part of the neotropical migra-
tory bird program. Also, the Committee believes that project over-
sight will be better accomplished through the international pro-
gram, which currently oversees projects in other countries through
the wildlife without borders program and the multinational species
conservation program.

MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND

This account combines funding for programs under the former re-
wards and operations (African elephant) account, the former rhi-
noceros and tiger conservation account, the Asian elephant con-
servation program, and the great ape conservation program.

The African Elephant Act of 1988 established a fund for assisting
nations and organizations involved with conservation of African
elephants. The Service provides grants to African Nations and to
qualified organizations and individuals to protect and manage crit-
ical populations of these elephants.

The Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Act of 1994 authorized
programs to enhance compliance with the Convention on Inter-
national Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) and U.S. or foreign
Ev}gs prohibiting the taking or trade of rhinoceros, tigers, or their

abitat.

The Asian Elephant Conservation Act of 1997 authorized a grant
program, similar to the African elephant program, to enable co-
operators from regional and range country agencies and organiza-
tions to address Asian elephant conservation problems. The world’s
surviving populations of wild Asian elephants are found in 13
south and southeastern Asian countries.

The Great Ape Conservation Act of 2000 authorized grants to for-
eign governments, the CITES secretariat, and non-governmental
organizations for the conservation of great apes.

Appropriation enacted, 2006 . $6,404,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......... 8,217,000
Recommended, 2007 6,057,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ...........ccecceeiiiiiieniieeeeee e — 347,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ........cccoevviiiiieiiieeeieeeee e —2,160,000

The Committee recommends $6,057,000 for the multinational
species conservation fund, a decrease of $347,000 below the fiscal
year 2006 enacted level and $2,160,000 below the budget request.
Changes to the budget request include a decrease of $3,960,000 for
neotropical migratory birds (which is funded in a separate account)
and increases of $300,000 for African elephant conservation,
$300,000 for Asian elephant conservation, $500,000 for rhinoceros
and tiger conservation, $300,000 for great ape conservation, and
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$400,000 for marine turtle conservation. The Committee expects
these funds to be matched by non-Federal funding to leverage pri-
vate contributions to the maximum extent possible.

STATE AND TRIBAL WILDLIFE GRANTS

The State and tribal wildlife grants program provides funds for
States to implement wildlife management and habitat restoration
for the most critical wildlife needs in each State. States submitted
comprehensive wildlife conservation plans in 2005. States are re-
quired to provide at least a 50 percent cost share for implementa-
tion grants and a 25 percent cost share for planning grants. Begin-
ning in fiscal year 2006, the vast majority of these funds should be
used to implement the State plans.

Appropriation enacted, 2006 $67,492,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ..........cccceevveeennenn. 74,666,000
Recommended, 2007 ........c.ccocvieiiiiriieniienieeieeie e eseeereesreeaee e 50,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ........c.ccoceoeriiiienenieneeeee e —17,492,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccceeeeiiieeiieeeeiee e — 24,666,000

The Committee recommends $50,000,000 for State and tribal
wildlife grants, a decrease of $17,492,000 below the fiscal year 2006
enacted level and $24,666,000 below the budget request. Within the
amount provided, $5,000,000 is for competitively awarded grants to
Indian tribes.

Bill Language.—Bill language is continued specifying that each
State or eligible entity has two years to enter into specific grant
agreements. If fiscal year 2007 funds remain unobligated at the
end of fiscal year 2008, the unobligated funds will be reapportioned
to all States and eligible entities, together with any new appropria-
tions provided in fiscal year 2009. Bill language also is included
providing direction on redistributing funds for States with dis-
approved plans. Language is not included earmarking $5,000,000
for a competitive grants program for the States. The Committee en-
dorses this approach but is unable to provide the additional fund-
ing for fiscal year 2007.

The Committee agrees to the following:

1. The Service should ensure that grant funds are used for spe-
cies of greatest conservation need and, specifically, for habitats and
actions identified in the approved plans.

2. For wildlife conservation plans to be successful, the imple-
menting officials need to “reach out” to the Federal, State, county,
and local government, and private landowners within the State or
Territory to ensure that habitat projects are consistently planned
and implemented regardless of land ownership and to ensure that
funds are leveraged to the maximum extent possible. This commu-
nication needs to occur at the grassroots level and not be limited
to headquarters or regional coordination. For example, conservation
actions included in approved plans that involve Federal lands
should be coordinated with the Federal officials responsible for spe-
cific activities in the field and should be focused on important wild-
life habitat. Wildlife agency staff and conservation partners should
meet regularly to evaluate progress. The Committee recommends
the use of a facilitator to ensure that meetings achieve results. This
could be achieved through facilitation training of wildlife agency
staff in the State or Territory.
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3. The Service should develop guidance for the States and Terri-
tories to facilitate implementation of approved plans and should re-
quire regular performance reporting to measure the success of plan
implementation.

4. Cooperative projects that involve two or more States should be
encouraged when habitat crosses State lines.

5. The Service should encourage each State to develop a stand-
ardized mapping system so that States are documenting and meas-
uring the same things in the same ways and comparisons across
States are meaningful.

6. The results of State wildlife projects (what works and what
doesn’t) should be shared so that successful projects in one State
can be replicated in other States and unsuccessful approaches in
one State are not repeated in other States.

7. States should update their plans as needed and not necessarily
on a fixed schedule.

8. Defenders of Wildlife conducted an independent assessment of
most of the plans submitted and identified different strengths in
different elements for many States. The assessment also identified
12 exemplary plans. The assessment should be useful to States as
they continue to refine their plans.

9. The Service should approve plan revisions to ensure that the
same standards continue to be applied across all States.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

The mission of the National Park Service is to preserve
unimpaired the natural and cultural resources and values of the
national park system for the enjoyment, education, and inspiration
of this and future generations. The National Park Service cooper-
ates with partners to extend the benefits of natural and cultural
resource conservation and outdoor recreation throughout this coun-
try and the world.

The National Park Service, established in 1916, has stewardship
responsibilities for the protection and preservation of the heritage
resources of the national park system. The system, consisting of
390 separate and distinct units, is recognized globally as a leader
in park management and resource preservation. The national park
system represents much of the finest the Nation has to offer in
terms of scenery, historical and archeological relics, and cultural
heritage. Through its varied sites, the National Park Service at-
tempts to explain America’s history, interpret its culture, preserve
examples of its natural ecosystems, and provide recreational and
educational opportunities for U.S. citizens and visitors from all
over the world. In addition, the National Park Service provides
support to tribal, local, and State governments to preserve cul-
turally significant, ecologically important, and public recreational
lands.

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

Appropriation enacted, 2006 $1,718,940,000

Budget estimate, 2007 ............... 1,742,317,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........coooeiiriiieeeeeeiiiieieee e e e e e e 1,754,317,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriiieeeiiiiee e nree e reeeeeaeeas +35,377,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .... +12,000,000
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The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table:
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The Committee recommends $1,754,317,000 for operation of the
National Park System, an increase of $35,377,000 above the fiscal
year 2006 enacted level and $12,000,000 above the request. The
Committee has appropriated an additional $12,000,000 for base in-
creases above the request as well as denied most of the pro-

rammatic increases in the budget in order to provide a total of

%20,000,000 for park base increases. The additional funds should
be allocated in the following manner; $15,000,000 for across the
board increases to all parks and $5,000,000 for critical needs.

The Committee made this difficult choice despite the fact that
many of the programmatic increases had merit. Unfortunately, be-
cause of inadequate budget requests, the parks have had to absorb
$61,000,000 over the last six years in mandatory pay costs. This
figure is exclusive of the other cost impacts sited by GAO including
unfunded retirement and health benefit increases, and mandates
for homeland security and information technology security. Despite
the additional $300,000,000 provided by this Committee for park
operations above the budget requests since 2001, along with rev-
enue from the recreational fee program, the cumulative effect of
these cuts has resulted in a reduction in visitor services. The park
base must remain a priority above all other needs until this situa-
tion is resolved.

Park Base Increase.—The Committee has provided $20,000,000
for park base increases. This is in additiion to the $21,000,000 in
the budget for pay and fixed cost increases.

Resource Stewardship.—The Committee recommends
$358,696,000 for resource stewardship, a decrease of $3,751,000
below the request and $6,302,000 above the enacted level. Included
in this amount are increases of $651,000 for air tour management
plans and $1,000,000 to complete the vital signs inventory and
monitoring networks. The Committee accepts the following reduc-
tions in the budget: $222,000 for support of Mammoth Cave
Science center and $296,000 for vanishing treasures. Also included
is $4,644,000 for uncontrollable expenses.

Visitor Services.—The Committee recommends $343,862,000 for
visitor services, a decrease of $952,000 below the request and
$2,842,000 below enacted. Included in this amount are increases of
$750,000 for FLETC training and $900,000 to improve concessions
contracting oversight. The Committee reluctantly accepts the re-
duction of $1,600,000 related to future film revenue. The Com-
mittee strongly urges the Department to avoid these types of reduc-
tions in the future. There is a reduction in fixed costs of $2,892,000
due to realignment of funds.

Maintenance.—The Committee recommends $599,800,000 for
maintenance, a decrease of $2,000,000 from the request and an in-
crease of $6,726,000 above enacted. Included in this amount is an
increase to cyclic maintenance of $8,000,000. The Committee reluc-
tantly accepts the $10,000,000 reduction to the repair and rehabili-
tation program. The Committee would have assuredly restored this
cut if it were not for the tight fiscal times and emphasis on park
base increases. The Committee cautions the Department about rec-
ommending a further cut to this program in the fiscal year 2008
budget. It will be restored: taking funds from Departmental Man-
agement. Also included is $8,726,000 for uncontrollable costs.
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Within the amount provided for maintenance, there is $200,000
for continued landscape work at Gettysburg NMP, $428,000 for
work at Amistad NRA, $300,000 for rehabilitation work along the
GW Parkway, $330,000 to complete a trail project at Saratoga NB,
$295,000 for architectural work at Ford’s Theatre, $250,000 for a
pipe replacement at Fort Necessity NB and $200,000 for boundary
survey work at Indiana Dunes NL. The Committee understands
that the Service plans to fund the following projects in fiscal year
2007: $600,000 in projects at San Juan NHS and $500,000 in
projects at Indiana Dunes NL.

Park Support.—The Committee recommends $297,880,000 for
park support, a decrease of $310,000 below the request for partner-
ship program oversight. These funds have been provided in the
construction account. This amount is also $273,000 above the en-
acted level. Included in this amount is an increase of $120,000 for
Roosevelt-Campobello International Park. The Committee accepts
the following decreases: $2,463,000 for the Lewis and Clark cost
share program, $719,0000 for the Lewis and Clark traveling exhi-
bition, $33,000 for Beringia support, $1,423,000 for service-wide
training, $247,000 for wild and scenic river partnerships and
$1,762,000 for non-recurring IT funding. Also included is
$6,800,000 for uncontrollable costs. The Committee expects the
Service to continue to allocate one-third of the funds provided for
the challenge cost share program to the National Trails System.

External Administrative Costs.—The Committee recommends
$134,079,000 for external administrative costs, a decrease of
$987,000 below the request and $5,443,000 above the enacted level.
Included in this amount is an increase of $1,644,000 for working
capital fund changes. Also included is $3,799,000 for uncontrollable
expenses.

South Florida Initiative.—The Committee continues to support
the restoration of the Everglades and the protection and preserva-
tion of the national parks and national wildlife refuges located in
South Florida. Since this initiative began over a decade ago, the
Committee has provided over $1 billion in funding to the Depart-
ment of the Interior and its bureaus for restoration projects and ac-
tivities. Restoration programs funded by the Committee include
land acquisition for Federal and State areas, water quality im-
provements—including acquisition of lands for Storm Water Treat-
ment Area 1 East—science, the South Florida Ecosystem Restora-
tion Task Force, Modified Water Deliveries, removal of invasive
exotics and other habitat restoration projects, and the Depart-
ment’s participation in implementing the Comprehensive Ever-
glades Restoration Plan.

The Committee appreciates the progress that has been made to
restore the Everglades. The intergovernmental restoration effort is
the largest of its kind ever undertaken and there are significant
challenges in its implementation. The Committee notes that the
Congress provided that the Department of the Interior shall have
an enhanced role in implementing the Comprehensive Everglades
Restoration Plan (CERP). This is based on the fact that the pri-
mary federal interest in this plan is the restoration of the federally-
managed Everglades. The Committee appreciates the efforts the
State of Florida has made to provide up-front funding to move for-
ward portions of a number of the key projects that were authorized
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in the Water Resources Development Act of 2000. The Committee
has provided Federal funding to acquire lands in many of the
project areas that are the subject of the State’s Acceler8 initiative.
These projects include, among others, the Everglades Agricultural
Area storage reservoir, Picayune Strand restoration (Southern
Golden Gates Estates), and the C—43 west reservoir (Berry Groves).
The Committee urges the Department of the Interior to be an ac-
tive participant in this process to ensure that the projects will
achieve the necessary restoration goals.

The Committee recognizes that one of the most significant chal-
lenges facing the intergovernmental restoration effort is realizing
water quality that is protective of the Everglades environment. The
State of Florida is to be commended for its efforts to construct and
operate nearly 41,000 acres of storm water treatment areas (STAs)
that are removing nutrients from the waters discharged from the
Everglades Agricultural Area into the Everglades, including
Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge and Everglades National
Park. Further the State has implemented best management prac-
tices which have exceeded expectations in terms of removing phos-
phorus at its source. The Committee also understands that the
State is expanding the STAs by 18,000 acres and implementing ad-
ditional work that will take additional time to complete. The Com-
mittee is encouraged that additional work is underway.

Despite this progress, the Committee remains deeply concerned
that more work needs to be done to achieve the necessary improve-
ments in water quality. The Committee’s views are consistent with
those of the Departments of the Interior, Army and Justice, and
the Environmental Protection Agency, which together jointly sub-
mitted a report to the Congress, as required by the Committee, not-
ing that the State of Florida has not fully achieved all of its obliga-
tions in the consent decree in United States v. South Florida Water
Management District. The joint federal report notes that the State
has not fully met its requirements to reduce phosphorus loads to
A.R.M. Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge; that the interim lev-
els for total phosphorus concentration at the refuge have been ex-
ceeded once or more each year since the interim levels went into
effect; and that more work is needed.

The State’s own reports indicate that additional work is nec-
essary to realize discharges that are protective of the Everglades.
For example, the 2006 South Florida Environmental Report, which
is prepared by the South Florida Water Management District, indi-
cates that several storm water treatment areas (STAs) are experi-
encing performance problems. Specifically, the STA-1W average
discharge for the last 12 months was 98 parts per billion (ppb).
STA-1W discharges directly into Loxahatchee National Wildlife
Refuge, and this level of discharge, as confirmed by the Secretary
of the Interior during the Committee’s hearings, will cause an im-
balance of the flora and fauna of the Everglades. Additionally, the
State’s report noted that STA-5, which discharges into the state-
managed Everglades, achieved an average discharge of 81 ppb dur-
ing the last 12 months. These excessive discharges, if continued,
will not allow restoration to occur and are inconsistent with the re-
quirements of the consent decree, which has as a primary goal the
restoration and maintenance of water quality that is protective of
the Everglades.
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Most troubling to the Committee is the fact that U.S. District
Court Judge Federico Moreno agrees that the State has violated
the consent decree. His June 1, 2005 Order finds that the State is
in violation of the interim levels for total phosphorus concentration
at the refuge. Judge Moreno’s Order requests that a list of specific
acts by specific dates detailing what remedial measures will be un-
dertaken to achieve the requirements of the decree be provided.
The media have reported that the State and Federal governments
are considering a proposal that would terminate the consent decree
and substitute instead State law mechanisms as the primary en-
forcement tool to achieve water quality improvements. The Com-
mittee reminds the Department of its long-standing opposition to
any changes that would weaken the consent decree, which was de-
tailed in a July 2005 letter from the Committee to the President.
After careful review of this matter, and based upon information
supplied as part of the Committee’s hearing process by the Depart-
ment of the Interior and the Environmental Protection Agency, the
Committee remains opposed to efforts to terminate the consent de-
cree before its requirements have been met. Without clean water,
the Everglades will be irretrievably altered and its unique habitat
will be degraded. This will further frustrate Everglades restoration
efforts now underway and potentially put at risk the federal tax-
payer resources that are being expended for the Everglades res-
toration effort.

For all of these reasons, the Committee has included bill lan-
guage this year that will make the funds to implement the Modi-
fied Water Deliveries Project unavailable for expenditure unless
funds requested in the fiscal year 2007 budget for the Army Corps
of Engineers for Everglades Restoration are fully appropriated and
they will be unavailable should the consent decree be terminated
before its requirements, including the 10 parts per billion numeric
phosphorus criterion, have been achieved. The Committee recog-
nizes that the water quality improvements may take more time to
achieve than December 31, 2006 deadline; however the appropriate
response to Judge Moreno’s June 1, 2005 Order is not to terminate
the decree, but rather to work harder to achieve the decree’s re-
quirements. In the interim, the Committee expects that the annual
report, required by P.L. 108-108 and prepared jointly by the De-
partments of the Interior, Justice, and Army and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, summarizing the status of the water en-
tering A.R.M. Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge and Ever-
glades National Park will be submitted on-time this year. Addition-
ally, the Committee expects that prior directives requiring the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service to provide the Committee with the ref-
uge’s annual and quarterly reports summarizing the implementa-
tion of the additional monitoring and modeling at the refuge will
continue for the next fiscal year.

The Committee also directs that the Department submit again a
report by December 31, 2006 describing the scientific research
projects to be funded in the National Park Service and the U.S. Ge-
ological Survey with the fiscal year 2007 appropriations. The report
should provide details for each research project, including how each
research project is consistent with the Department’s Science Plan,
as well as how the project is filling gaps in scientific information
and supporting the decisions that need to be made.
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Other.—The Committee continues to support the decision by
Ozark National Scenic Riverways (ONSR) to retain the carpentry
and maintenance positions at the park. The Committee recognizes
the urgent needs at ONSR for these skilled personnel. The Com-
mittee expects that these positions will be retained.

The Committee recommends a revised approval process for Na-
tional Park Service (NPS) fee projects. In response to concerns
early in the program’s implementation about the types of projects
being funded, the Department of the Interior and the Committee
agreed on a detailed review process for NPS recreation fee projects.
However, since that time, the Service has instituted significant re-
view and accountability measures to assure that fee dollars are
spent on priority needs and are being used to address identified
performance goals, such as reducing the average cost of collection
and contributing towards improving the condition of park infra-
structure assets. In addition, Congress passed new legislation ex-
tending the program and revising the allowable uses of fee dollars.
As a result, the Committee agrees to a revised, streamlined proc-
ess, as follows: (1) all parks will develop fee revenue comprehensive
plans that are reviewed and approved at the regional and national
levels; (2) once a park’s comprehensive plan is approved by head-
quarters, the park has discretion to re-sequence projects within the
approved plan after regional review; (3) fee projects for new con-
struction or expanded infrastructure improvements costing more
than $500,000 will be identified annually in the budget justifica-
tion, and will be considered approved if no response is provided by
the Committee within 60 days; and (4) the budget justification will
also contain summary information about the programmatic uses of
fee dollars in the fiscal years covered by the justification.

Law Enforcement.—This Committee has expressed repeatedly its
concerns regarding the direction and cost of extraordinary security
measures taken at the designated Icon parks and elsewhere in the
Service since 9/11. Many of the measures taken to date have pro-
vided at best a limited reduction in risk to both the resource and
the visitor while coming at a very high cost in operating and con-
struction funds. The Committee directs that all Icon security meas-
ures already established and those contemplated for the future be
reviewed to ensure they strike a rational balance among reduction
of a clearly defined risk, visitor access, and cost. A report on these
findings is to be submitted to this Committee for review no later
than April 15, 2007.

Furthermore, the Committee has not been convinced that there
is a basis to hold law enforcement programs harmless above all
other NPS operating programs, particularly during these times of
limited budgets. The “no net loss” policy imposed on NPS and other
bureaus by the Department is a policy that forces the Parks to hold
harmless the number of law enforcement rangers while forcing all
other visitor service, maintenance, and resources protection func-
tions to deal with the absorption of fixed costs and other budgetary
limitations. The Committee does not believe that a blanket policy
leaving no room for management discretion is rational and the
Committee has included bill language that will preclude it. Since
9/11, the Administration has imposed nearly $30 million in addi-
tional costs for anti-terrorism measures without including any
funds in the budget. In some cases the Committee has appropriated
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funds to the base, but the balance was absorbed along with pay
and other fixed costs. This situation will not be tolerated in the fu-
ture.

Bill Language.—Language is included under the Operations ac-
count which provides that funds may be spent without regard to
the “no net loss” of law enforcement personal policy.

Valley Forge NHP.—The public has been patient as the NPS has
worked through its process in regard to management of the over-
abundance of white-tailed deer at the park. Within existing funds,
NPS is directed to begin the environmental impact statement for
deer management. The Committee expects that the plan will be
funded fully so that it can be completed in fiscal year 2008. The
Committee further expects that implementation of the selected ac-
tion will begin immediately upon signing of the Record of Decision.

Budget efficiency.—The Committee is aware of steps taken at dif-
ferent levels across the Service to accomplish administrative
streamlining and greater efficiency as budgetary resources decline.
The Service is strongly encouraged to look for further opportuni-
ties, including more shared services from a common location
(whether park or region), to assure continued provision of services
needed by the parks but also to assure appropriate attention to
oversight and accountability requirements. The traditional arrange-
ment of every park being entirely self-sufficient may need to be re-
thought in light of the advances in technology and changes in busi-
ness practice models that exist today, as well as the significant
costs associated with supporting such a model.

The Service should work with the Boys and Girls Clubs of Amer-
ica to encourage participation in activities at National Parks. Co-
ordination with the Boys and Girls Clubs and other youth organi-
zations will be mutually beneficial to the youth who participate and
the public support for Service programs.

The Committee urges the National Park Service to complete, in
an efficient and timely manner, the rulemakings described in the
final rule issued on March 21, 2000 (65 Fed. Reg. 15,077 (2000)),
regarding personal watercraft use within certain units of the Na-
tional Park System for all 21 of the park areas specifically identi-
fied in the rule.

The Committee supports public-private partnerships that protect
the interests of the National Park Service while promoting opportu-
nities for the beneficial use of public lands. The Committee is
aware of a proposal by the First Tee of Washington, DC to partner
with the National Park Service and to provide funding for the con-
struction of an educational and recreational facility whose primary
purpose will be the development of life skills and character-enhanc-
ing values in the District of Columbia children on approximately 57
acres of the National Park Service property at Kenilworth Park
South. The Committee urges the National Park Service to act
promptly on this partnership proposal.

The National Park Service shall consider the feasibility of ex-
tending a third lane on the southbound lane of the George Wash-
ington Memorial Parkway from its present terminus near Key
Bridge to Roosevelt Memorial Bridge in Arlington, Virginia, and,
not later than 60 days after the date of enactment of this Act, shall
submit to Congress a report on the feasibility of such extension.
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UNITED STATES PARK POLICE

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ............ceccueeiiiiriiienienieeeee e $80,213,000
Budget estimate, 2007 . 84,775,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........ooooviiiiiiieeieeeieeeee e et e 84,775,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeriiiieeriiiieeniiee e sreeeeereeas +4,562,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ........cceeeeiieieiieeeeree e 0

The Committee recommends $84,775,000 for the U.S. Park Po-
lice, an increase of $4,562,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted
level and the same as the budget request.

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION

The National recreation and preservation appropriation provides
for outdoor recreation planning, preservation of cultural and Na-
tional heritage resources, technical assistance to Federal, State and
local agencies, and administration of Historic Preservation Fund
grants.

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ............ecceeeiiiriiienieniee e $54,156,000
Budget estimate, 2007 . 33,261,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........ooooeiiiiriieeieeeieeeee e eeeree e ee e 47,161,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeriiiieeriiiieeniee e ereeeeereees —6,995,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccceeeeiiieeiieeeeree e +13,900,000

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimate by activity are shown in the following table:
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The Committee recommends $47,161,000 for national recreation
and preservation, an increase of $13,900,000 above the request and
a reduction of $6,995,000 below the fiscal year 2006 enacted level.

Recreation Programs.—The Committee recommends $557,000 for
recreation programs, the same as the budget request and an in-
crease of $11,000 above enacted. The increase is for uncontrollable
expenses.

Natural Programs.—The Committee recommends $9,437,000 for
natural programs, the same as the budget request and a decrease
of $263,000 below the enacted level. The amount includes a pro-
grammatic decrease of $500,000 for the Rivers and Trails program
and an increase of $237,000 for uncontrollable expenses. Within
funds available for partnership wild and scenic rivers $75,000 is
provided for Westfield Wild and Scenic River.

Cultural Programs.—The Committee recommends $19,694,000
for cultural programs, the same as the budget request and a de-
crease of $39,000 below the enacted level. The amount includes a
programmatic decrease of $368,000 for the UGRR grants program
and an increase of $329,000 for uncontrollable expenses. The Com-
mittee strongly urges the Service to provide whatever additional
funds are necessary to complete work on the American Revolution
Commemoration Act. Within the funds provided, $300,000 is pro-
vided for Heritage Preservation Inc.

Chesapeake Bay Gateways Initiative.—The Committee has not
provided funds for the Chesapeake Bay Gateways and Water Trail
initiative. Since fiscal year 2000, this Committee has provided
$11,000,000 for this effort. A routine oversight program review con-
ducted last year by the House Appropriations Committee’s Surveys
and Investigative staff uncovered serious problems. Despite efforts
by the Service to deal with these issues, a recent Inspector General
(IG) report finds continued problems, including Service reluctance
to terminate relationships with grantees who have failed to com-
plete the terms of the grant agreement. According to the IG report,
of 23 grant projects reviewed, 18 had experienced significant delays
which ranged from nine months to three years. Some of the reasons
given for the delay in executing grant agreements were, according
to the IG, unacceptable. The report goes on to document that Serv-
ice personnel acknowledged that the lack of monitoring the grant
agreements contributed to some project delays. In addition, of an-
other 23 grants that were reviewed by the IG, 18 lacked adequate
reviews of the actual costs incurred by grantees to produce the
goods and services stipulated in the grant agreement; lacked evi-
dence of meeting the match; and, in some cases, indicated improper
use of grant funds.

Further, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) is about to
release a report on the program in the summer of 2006. To date,
GAO is documenting the same concerns about Service mismanage-
ment and lack of oversight of the grant program and grantee com-
pliance with regulations, lack of transparency of the process of be-
coming eligible for grants, and the questionable public benefit of
multiple grants awarded to the same grant recipients and for the
same purpose. There are also issues being raised about adequate
grantee financial reporting and adequate documentation of
progress.
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It appears that the Service is having a difficult time properly
managing the program. It is also apparent that many of the grant-
ees have applied over and over for the same or similar projects.
Given the very tight fiscal constraints on this bill and the fact that
the parks have had to absorb $61,000,000 over six years in pay and
other fixed costs, the Committee feels that this program should not
be funded.

International Park Affairs.—The Committee recommends
$1,557,000 for international affairs, the same as the budget request
and a decrease of $37,000 below the enacted level. The amount in-
cludes decreases of $34,000 for the office of international affairs
and $34,000 for the international border program. There is an in-
crease of $31,000 for uncontrollable expenses.

Environmental and Compliance Review.—The Committee rec-
ommends $403,000 for environmental and compliance review, the
same as the budget request and an increase of $10,000 above the
enacted level. The increase is for uncontrollable expenses.

Grant Administration.—The Committee recommends $1,613,000
for grant administration, the same as the budget request and a de-
crease of $272,000 below the enacted level. The amount includes a
programmatic decrease of $306,000 for UPARR grant administra-
tion and a $34,000 increase for uncontrollable expenses.

Heritage Partnership Program.—The Committee recommends
$13,900,000 for the heritage partnership program, an increase of
$13,900,000 over the budget request and $599,000 above the en-
acted level. The Committee recommends the following distribution
of funds:

America’s Agricultural Heritage Partnership (Silos & Smoke-

SEACKS) ceeveeeeee ettt et e e e et e et e et e et e e teeeaeeseeeeteseaeeeaeesaeeeneesaneean $700,000
Augusta Canal National Heritage Area ... 350,000
Automobile National Heritage Area ......... 450,000
Blue Ridge National Heritage Area ... 800,000
Cane River National Heritage Area ........ccccceevveennes 800,000
Delaware and Lehigh National Heritage Corridor ... 750,000
Erie Canalway National Corridor ..........cccecceveeueeennne 750,000
Essex National Heritage Area .........cccocevevevneenne 800,000
Hudson River Valley National Heritage Area .........cccccecvvvevvciveennns 450,000
John H. Chafee Blackstone River Valley National Heritage Cor-

¢ [0) SRS P RN 800,000
Lackawanna Valley National Heritage Area .. 500,000
Mississippi Gulf National Heritage Area ........ 200,000
National Aviation Heritage Area ................. 250,000
National Coal Heritage Area ........cccccceeveeeecvveeennveenns 200,000
Ohio and Erie Canal National Heritage Corridor .... 800,000
Oil Region National Heritage Area ..........cccceecveeeeiveeecieeeecieeeeenenn 300,000
Quinnebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley National Heritage Cor-

TIAOT evveieiee e 800,000
Rivers of Steel National Heritage Area ................. 800,000
Schuylkill River Valley National Heritage Area .................... 450,000
Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District .. 500,000
South Carolina National Heritage Corridor ...........cccceeuueneee. 800,000
Tennessee Civil War Heritage Area ................ 400,000
Wheeling National Heritage Area ............. 800,000
Yuma Crossing National Heritage Area ... 350,000

Subtotal, Projects .......ccccceeeiieeeiiieeeiiieeceeeeee e 13,800,000

AdMINISEIatiON ....cocvviiieiieeeeree et ettt e eeae e eereeeeeanes 100,000
TOLAL oo $13,900,000
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND

The Historic Preservation Fund supports the State historic pres-
ervation offices to perform a variety of functions, including State
management and administration of existing grant obligations; re-
view and advice on Federal projects and actions, determinations,
and nominations to the National Register; Tax Act certifications;
and technical preservation services. The States also review prop-
erties to develop data for planning use.

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ...........ccceeeviieriiieeniieeeree e $72,172,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .. 71,858,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........coooeiiiiiieeeieeiiiieeeee e e e e e e 58,658,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ...........ccceccieriiieniienieeeeee e —13,514,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccccoeveiiiiiriiieeeiee e —13,200,000

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following tables:
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The Committee recommends $58,658,000 for historic preserva-
tion programs, a decrease of $13,200 000 below the request and
$13,514,000 below the fiscal year 2006 enacted level.

The Committee recommendation provides $35,717,000 for the
state historic preservation offices, $3,941,000 for tribal grants,
$15,000,000 for Save America’s Treasures grants, $3,000,000 for
Preserve America grants and $1,000,000 for Historically Black Col-
leges and Universities (HBCU) grants. While the Committee has
been strongly supportive of HBCU grants, there have been signifi-
cant carryover balances over the last three years, despite the fact
that the Committee reduced the private cost share to 30 percent.

The Committee has rejected the budget proposal to reduce by 50
percent the Heritage Partnership Program and include it along
with Save America’s Treasures and Preserve America under the
Historic Preservation Fund. Heritage areas can be found, as in pre-
vious years, under National Recreation and Preservation.

The Committee recommends the following allocation for Save
America’s Treasures grants.

Alexandria Lyceum, VA .........cccoooioiioieieeeeeeeeeeeeete et $50,000
Alviso Adobe, CA .......... 250,000

Anderson Hall, PA ........... 50,000
Bellport/Brookhaven, NY .......... 75,000
Benjamin Franklin Memoria s 200,000
Bennett College for Women, NC ...................... 75,000
Bixby House, Barn and Carrlage House, PA .. 200,000
Boal Mansion, PA e, 150,000
Bremerton Public Library, WA .... 200,000
Brown Mansion, KS .........cccc....... 100,000
Capitol Music Hall, WV .................. 250,000
Carnegie Free Public Library, WI ... 200,000
Carnegie Public Library, SC ............ 200,000
Clay County Courthouse, NC . 200,000
Corinne Depot, UT .....ccccoeveviieeeiiieecieeeieeeens 80,000
East Rock Soldiers & Sailors Monument, CT .... 200,000
Elias Church, PA ..., 250,000
Eureka Main’ Stage, AR ............ 250,000
Gold Bug/Meagher House, CA .. 100,000

Hay House, GA ovveeeeeeeseeoeersooins - 100,000
Haywood County Courthouse, NC .

Historic Huntley, VA ........cccccecveenn. 75,000
Immigration Station Hospltal Building, CA 250,000
John Henry Historical Park, WV ...............c........ 150,000
Agriculture Reform Movement Building, TN .. 150,000
Lloyd House Gardens, VA .........ccccoevienieniennnen. 50,000
Lustron House, VA .......ccccoecuneeenne 75,000
Mason County Courthouse, WA ... 200,000
Maverick Concert Hall, NY ...... 250,000
Moland House, PA ........ccoooovveiveieeeeeeeceeee 100,000
Nuestra Senora de Guadalupe Mission, NM ... 100,000
Olmsted Park (pergola), KY ......cccccevvvvvvinnnnnne 150,000
Opera House Theater, TX ........ccccocvvvrviieencvieennnnnn. 200,000
Oroville Historic State Theatre Renovations, CA . 100,000
Poplar Hill on His Lordship’s Kindness, MD ........ 200,000
Quinn Chapel, IL .....cccoooviiiiiiiiiieieeieeee, 100,000
Revitalizing the Hamlet of Annandale, NY . 250,000
Richard Howe House, OH ............ 100,000
St. Joseph’s College Theatre, IN . 200,000

Salisbury House, A .......ccccceeevvveeiieeennns 75,000

Scottish Rite Temple, Bloomington, IL .. 250,000
Seabound Coastline RR Museum, FL .... 150,000
Spencer Ice Plant, WV .........ccccevevennnnns 50,000
Spring Hill Home, OH ........c.cccoovvivvveiieeens 200,000

Stewart Family Home/Quail Hollow, OH ..........cccecovevreiiiirnniieennnen. 20,000



Tarrytown Lighthouse, NY ......cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 125,000
Thompson-Neely Grist Mill, PA . 50,000
Tom Custer House, NC ................... . 75,000
W.A. Young & Son’s Foundry, PA .. . 200,000
Wesleyan College Building, GA ......... . 75,000
William Cullen Bryant Home, MA . . 150,000
Wyandot County, OH ......cccoeiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e 100,000

TOLAL ettt ettt $7,500,000
Appropriation enacted, 2006 $332,858,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......... . 229,269,000
Recommended, 2007 ........ccoeiieiiiieiiiieeieeeeciee et e re e e anes 229,934,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriiiieeiirieeeree e ereeeeeaeeas -102,924,000

Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccceeeeiiieieiieeeeeee e +665,000

The Committee recommends $229,934,000 for construction, an
increase of $665,000 above the budget request and a decrease of
$102,924,000 below the fiscal year 2006 enacted level.

The Committee recommends the following distribution of funds:

Abraham Lincoln Presidential Library & Museum, IL $300,000
Acadia National Park, ME (rehab sewage plant) ......... 2,390,000
Big Bend National Park, TX (treat drinking water) .... . 2,216,000
Boston National Historical Park, MA (replace barge) ..................... 1,527,000
Carlsbad Caverns National Park, NM (replace sewer system) ...... 3,690,000
Cuyahoga Valley National Park, OH (rehabilitation) ..................... 2,500,000
Death Valley National Park, CA (water system) . 8,754,000
Everglades National Park, FL (modified water) . 13,330,000
Ford’s Theatre, DC ........oooiiiieiiiiiiieeeeeeeceee e eeenns 1,500,000
Gateway National Recreation Area (Miller Field), NY (restrooms

& PLAN) oottt et 620,000
Hamilton Grange National Memorial, NY (rehab & move) ... . 8,493,000
Hawaii Volcanoes National Park, HI (replace cesspools) ....... 4,319,000
Independence National Historical Park, PA (security fence) . 843,000
Independence National Historical Park PA (Deschler- Morris

HOUSE) woiiiieeeee et 2,272,000
Moccasin Bend NAD, TN (streambank erosion) ..........c......... . 2,000,000
Mount Rainier National Park, WA (replace visitor center) ... . 2,791,000
Mount Rainier National Park, WA (rehab Paradise Inn) ...... . 8,084,000
National Mall & Memorial Parks, DC (Ford’s Theatre) ...... . 3,114,000
Olympic National Park, WA (Elwha Dam) .......ccccccceveeveevnnnnn. . 20,010,000
Point Reyes National Seashore, CA (watershed restoration) ......... 2,444,000
Redwood National Park, CA (remove roads) .........cccceeeevvveennnn. . 2,255,000
Saugus Iron Works National Historic Site, MA (replace dock) ...... 3,202,000
Southwest Pennsylvania Heritage Commission, PA (rehabilita-

BIOTL) ciiiiiiieee ettt e e ee e e e e et e e e e e e et rar e e e e e e araaraaeeaans 2,500,000
Tuskegee Airmen National Historic Site, AL (Moton Airfield) ...... 3,388,000
Tuskegee Airmen National Historic Site, AL (Hangar 2) ............... 4,093,000
USS Arizona Memorial, HI (rehabilitation) ..........cccccccoevivveeeiueeeenns 3,685,000
Valley Forge National Historical Park, PA (Washington head-

QUATELTS) eiueieiutieiieetee et eite et e estteeateesttesabeesateeabeesabeeabeesaseebeasnteenseas 2,348,000
White House, DC (structural/utility rehab) .. . 6,298,000
Wind Cave National Park, SD (replace lighting system) ................ 2,965,000

SUDEOLAL .ot 121,931,000
Emergency/Unscheduled .... . 2,956,000
Housing .....ccocovevvveeininennnne 6,897,000
Equipment replacement ..... . 23,617,000
Planning, construction .......... . 19,649,000
General management plans 13,601,000

Line item construction & maintenance 121,931,000
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Construction program management 38,360,000
Dam safety ......ccccoceveveeeeecieieeieeceieeae 2,623,000
Managed partnership projects 300,000

Total Construction .........cccevvvveeeieiieiiiiieeee e 229,934,000

Other.—The Committee has included $300,000 to continue work
on the Abraham Lincoln Presidential Library and Museum in Illi-
nois, $2,500,000 for rehabilitation work at Cuyahoga Valley Na-
tional Park in Ohio, $2,000,000 for streambank erosion work at
Moccasin Bend NAD in Tennessee, and $2,500,000 for the South-
west Pennsylvania Heritage Commission in Pennsylvania.

The Committee has also included $620,000 for Gateway National
Recreation Area for comfort stations and an updated development
plan for Miller Field. In considering alternatives for improvements
at Miller Field, the Service should focus on the most critical and
high priority requirements to improve conditions at this high-use
area. Total costs for improvements must be realistic and attainable
in the current budget environment. The components of the plan
will have to be implemented in phases, so small increments must
necessarily be a part of any plan. The Service should also use this
planning process to pursue partnerships with the leagues and
users of these recreational areas.

The Committee is aware of delays in executing a line-item project
funded in fiscal year 2004 for reconstruction of historic guard walls
along the Blue Ridge Parkway and that these funds remain unobli-
gated In view of the need to complete other construction projects
underway at the Blue Ridge Parkway, and given the higher costs
now contemplated for the guard wall project, the Service is directed
to reprogram these funds, as necessary, to complete the construc-
tion of the visitor center under construction near Asheville, North
Carolina.

The Committee has included $365,000 in the General Manage-
ment Plans account to complete the Manhattan Project Plan.

Bill language.—Bill language on the South Florida Restoration
project has been modified from current law to include a provision
making funds contingent on the continuation of the consent degree
in United States v. South Florida Water Management District.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND
(RESCISSION)
Appropriation enacted, 2006 ...........ccceeeviieeiiieeniieeeee e —$30,000,000

Budget estimate, 2007 ....... -30,000,000
Recommended, 2007 ............... e e————— —30,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriiieeniiieeniee e ereeeeereees 0
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccoceeviiiiiiieiieieee e 0

The Committee recommends the rescission of $30,000,000 in the
annual contract authority provided by 16 U.S.C. 461-10a. This au-
thority has not been used in years, and there are no plans to use
it in fiscal year 2007.
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LAND ACQUISITION AND STATE ASSISTANCE

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ............ccoceeeiiiniiiinienieeee e $46,954,000
Budget estimate, 2007 24,343,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........oooviiiiiiieiieeeieeeee et 29,995,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ...........ccceeeeiiiiiiieiieeie e —16,959,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccoceeviiriiieiieieee e +5,652,000

The Committee recommends $29,995,000 for land acquisition and
State assistance, a decrease of $16 959 000 below the enacted level
and an increase of $5,652,000 above the request.

The Committee recommends the following distribution of funds:

Chickamauga-Chattanooga NMP, TN $2,000,000
Cuyahoga Valley NP, OH ......... 500,000
Flight 93, PA ............ 5,000,000
Ice Age, {72 2,000,000
Indiana Dunes NL, IN 1,000,000
Mt. Rainier Carbon Creek River Gateway, WA ... 1,500,000
Shenandoah NB, VA ... 2,000,000

SUDLOLAL ..o e 14,000,000
Emergencies & Hardships 3,349,000
Inholdings .......ccccceevevveeneenen. 2,000,000
Acquisition Management 9,021,000
Stateside Administration 1,625,000

TTOLAL evveoreeeeeee e eeeeeee e ees e eee e esseeeeeeees st ees e seeseeseseseeees $29,995,000

Funds provided for the Flight 93 Memorial are to be used to ac-
quire authorized lands at fair market value established through
the federal appraisal process.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Bill language has been included to allow the transfer of $66,000
to the Washington Tennis and Education Foundation for recreation
and education programs for at-risk school children in the District
of Columbia.

UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) was established by
an act of Congress on March 3, 1879 to provide a permanent Fed-
eral agency to conduct the systematic and scientific “classification
of the public lands, and examination of the geological structure,
mineral resources, and products of the National domain”. The
USGS is the Federal government’s largest earth science research
agency, the Nation’s largest civilian mapmaking agency, and the
primary source of data on the Nation’s surface and ground water
resources. Its activities include conducting detailed assessments of
the energy and mineral potential of the Nation’s land and offshore
areas; investigating and issuing warnings of earthquakes, volcanic
eruptions, landslides, and other geologic and hydrologic hazards;
research on the geologic structure of the Nation; studies of the geo-
logic features, structure, processes, and history of other planets of
our solar system; topographic surveys of the Nation and prepara-
tion of topographic and thematic maps and related cartographic
products; development and production of digital cartographic data
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bases and products; collection on a routine basis of data on the
quantity, quality, and use of surface and ground water; research in
hydraulics and hydrology; the coordination of all Federal water
data acquisition; the scientific understanding and technologies
needed to support the sound management and conservation of our
Nation’s biological resources; and the application of remotely
sensed data to the development of new cartographic, geologic, and
hydrologic research techniques for natural resources planning and
management, surveys, investigations, and research.

SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH

Appropriation enacted, 2006 ............eccueeiiiiiiiienienieeeeee e $970,645,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .... 944,760,000
Recommended, 2007 ........ 991,447,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriiieeeiiiieeeiiee e sreeesereees +20,802,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccceeeeiiieeiieeeeiee e +46,687,000

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table:
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